Measuring and managing the social value created by a diverse construction business by Greg Watts (1256850)
 
 
 
 
 
 
Measuring and Managing the Social 
Value Created by a Diverse 
Construction Business 
Greg Watts 
 
 
 
Willmott Dixon Construction Ltd 
Spirella 2, Icknield Way 
Letchworth Garden City, 
Hertfordshire 
SG 6 4GY 
 
Centre for Innovative and 
Collaborative Construction 
Engineering 
Department of Civil & Building 
Engineering 
Loughborough University 
Loughborough 
Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
4 
 
MEASURING AND MANAGING THE SOCIAL VALUE 
CREATED BY A DIVERSE CONSTRUCTION BUSINESS 
By 
Greg Watts 
A dissertation thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the award 
of the degree Doctor of Engineering (EngD), at Loughborough University 
September 2018 
© Greg Watts 2018 
Willmott Dixon Construction Ltd 
Spirella 2, Icknield Way 
Letchworth Garden City, Hertfordshire 
SG 6 4GY 
 
Centre for Innovative and Collaborative 
Construction Engineering 
Department of Civil & Building Engineering 
Loughborough University 
Loughborough 
Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
 
 
5 
 
Acknowledgements 
 
 
Completion of this research would not have been possible without the help of many people. 
 
Firstly, I would like to thank my academic supervisors Andrew Dainty and Scott Fernie, as 
well as the wider Loughborough University CICE staff, for their support, persistence and 
encouragement. Without which I would not have completed the research to the standard I 
have. 
 
I would also like to thank Willmott Dixon for the opportunity to pursue this research and the 
support in completing it. Scott Corey, Alison Symmers, Nick Heath, Michelle Cotterill and 
Leigh Garbutt, amongst numerous others, have provided invaluable support.  
 
Finally I would like to dedicate this thesis to my wife Anna and daughter Penelope, without 
whom, I would have probably completed my research at least 12 months earlier.  
  
6 
 
Abstract 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) broadly describes the environmental, social and 
ethical business practices of an organisation, and has evolved from the superfluous 
extravagance of wealthy businessmen to a societal expectation of all organisations. Within 
the UK construction industry CSR is a public sector procurement criterion of such 
importance that how a contractor engages with CSR could ultimately be the difference 
between success and failure. Despite this, agreements on defining CSR are still heavily 
debated, resulting in both conflicting definitions, and conflicting approaches as to how CSR 
should be interpreted, which has arguably held back development of this important concept. 
 
Against the backdrop of these ongoing debates, contractors are now expected to communicate 
their CSR strategy and practices as well as measure the resulting social value. To help meet 
this expectation a variety of different social value measurement tools have been introduced 
with each offering a different interpretation of social value. This subjectivity however, adds 
further conflict and tension to existing CSR debates and potentially restricts the wide 
adoption of any single measurement tool, hindering meaningful benchmarking between 
organisations. The tools that have gained the most stakeholder awareness, and traction within 
the industry, have tended to reduce social value to monetary variables in an effort to be 
widely adopted. However, by doing so the wider, nuanced, and difficult to measure aspects of 
social value can be missed. 
 
The increasing CSR demands placed upon contractors include the need to develop strategies, 
practices, and effective communication techniques to satisfy disparate stakeholders, often 
simultaneously, in order to remain competitive and even survive as an organisation. 
However, such demands are not easy to meet, especially when each client has their own 
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interpretation and expectation of CSR. The problem therefore exists that contractors with 
finite resources may be unsure which CSR practices to pursue, how to measure the resulting 
social value, and how to effectively communicate such practices to satisfy often-competing 
stakeholder demands. 
 
This problem manifests itself in both unsuccessful procurement attempts resulting from 
contractors not fully understanding client specific CSR needs, and CSR practices being 
undertaken that result in little social value generated. This is a specific problem in the 
construction industry identified by Willmott Dixon (WD), the sponsoring organisation. As 
part of a tender process for a high value public sector framework WD are expected to have in 
place a tool to effectively measure and communicate social value. The role of the researcher 
is to find a workable solution for WD to engage with the ambiguous and nebulous concept of 
CSR in a tangible and practical way. WD’s social value needs to be measured and evidenced 
to ensure their practices are effective and to increase the likelihood of a successful public 
sector framework tender.  
 
The aim of this research is to explore how the concept of CSR can be operationalised and the 
resulting social value be measured and communicated to multiple stakeholders. The 
objectives include exploring the conceptualisation and measurement of CSR, establishing 
how CSR is communicated and understood, examining how different stakeholder 
interpretations can be made to align, and operationalising a tool to measure and communicate 
social value. 
 
Due to both the subjective nature of CSR amongst stakeholders and the objective nature in 
the way CSR is expected to be measured and communicated this research project is split into 
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two main research packages. The first of which consists of an extensive literature review that 
informs the use of qualitative semi-structured interviews conducted with both clients and 
contractors, as well as a Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) of contractor CSR reports. The 
second research package is focussed upon how CSR can be practically engaged with, and 
building upon the findings and understandings of the first research package, concentrates on 
the development, piloting and implementation of a social value measurement tool. 
 
The findings of the first research package include understanding how CSR is communicated 
internally and externally, and how it is understood, practiced and measured by multiple 
stakeholders. The first research package successfully led to the publication of four research 
papers (appendices 1.0 - 4.0) and informed the second research package in the development 
and operationalisation of a social value measurement tool, named ‘mi|career. Mi|career is 
now rolled out across WD’s multiple business units and played a small but positive role in the 
successful procurement of the £2billion public sector framework. 
 
The main contributions of this research are twofold. The first, the development of an effective 
social value measurement tool to fulfil WD needs. The second, a contribution to 
contemporary debates on CSR and social value, including an understanding of how 
contractors and clients make sense of CSR differently, why public sector bodies are 
increasingly using CSR and social value criterion in procurement, and the unanticipated 
negative ramifications of the introduction of the Social Value Act. Additionally. The research 
also contributed to the understanding of how ambiguous language use by contractors to 
communicate CSR with disparate stakeholders simultaneously sustains CSR (as a corporate 
metric and driver) and undermines it (in being viewed as a rhetorical device). This allows 
contractors who only symbolically engage with CSR to masquerade as those who 
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substantially engage, and forces those who substantively engage to obfuscate the additional 
benefits they bring in order to be understood by clients. The EngD attended to this theoretical 
issue by helping to inform WD’s CSR strategies, with social value measurement viewed as a 
method of evidencing substantial CSR engagement without the need to obfuscate their CSR 
communications. The research has also helped understand how the theoretical lenses of 
sensemaking, stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory can be successfully mobilised to 
develop further understandings within the field of construction management. 
 
Key Words: CSR. Social Value. Measurement. Construction. Communication.  
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1.0 Introduction 
 
This thesis outlines the theoretical and industrial contributions made by the researcher on a 
joint research venture between Loughborough University and Willmott Dixon (WD). The 
subject was how CSR can be successfully understood, operationalised, measured and 
communicated by a main contractor in the UK construction industry. This chapter introduces 
the research context and addresses the key tension at the heart of CSR debates, before the 
background to the research problem is explored, and both Loughborough University and 
Willmott Dixon are introduced. The aims and objectives of the research project are then 
defined before the need for the research and novelty of approach are discussed. The 
remaining structure of the thesis is then described. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
16 
 
1.1 Addressing the Research Tension  
 
At the heart of CSR debates lies a tension between the subjective nature of CSR, arising from 
stakeholders each holding their own interpretations that results in conflict and confusion 
when agreements are sought, and the objective need for CSR to be measured, recorded, 
communicated, compared and demonstrated. The literature review in section 2.0 is critical of 
this subjectivity yet highlights its need to facilitate CSR discussions amongst stakeholders 
and continue the development of the concept. However, this EngD research project needs to 
develop a practical solution to an industry problem in that the social value aspects of CSR 
need to be measured and communicated. Therefore, section 4.0 discusses the development of 
a social value measurement tool that adopts an objective standpoint in order to provide a 
practical and workable solution for WD. Against the backdrop of wider ambiguity, this 
practical solution, in the form of a social value measurement tool, attends to the needs of WD 
to measure and communicate social value. As there is no widely agreed definition of social 
value this solution may not be ideal for all stakeholders, nor suit the wider construction 
industry; yet it provides a solution for WD allowing them to meaningfully engage with CSR, 
measure their social value, and communicate the results effectively. Therefore, the social 
value measurement tool provides a useful starting point for WD to address the ambiguity that 
exists around CSR whilst also representing a useful starting point in contributing to the wider 
debates that persist around reaching an agreed definition of social value.    
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1.2 The Research Context 
 
The requirements for this research project originated from a need by WD to measure and 
evidence the social value that arose from their CSR practices in order to increase their 
chances of success in securing a public sector framework. The deadline for the 
implementation of the measurement tool was September 2016 as this was when the 
procurement of the Scape 4 framework commenced. Scape 4 was awarded in January 2017 
and runs from 2017 until 2021 with a total value of construction works in excess of £2billion. 
Willmott Dixon successfully won the Scape framework in 2005, 2009 and 2013.  
 
WD’s requirements sat against the backdrop of wider theoretical debates pertaining to how 
social value and CSR is defined, communicated and measured. By assisting WD in the 
measuring and communicating of social value, the research would also contribute to 
contemporary arguments in these key areas. A joint research programme was launched 
between WD and Loughborough University. The programme started in 2014 and was 
completed in 2018. 
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1.3 Background to the Research Problem 
 
CSR can be broadly understood as when an organisation takes responsibility for the impact 
its actions have on its stakeholders, communities and the environment that extend above and 
beyond any legal obligations (Murray and Dainty, 2009). However, the subjective nature of 
CSR has led to varied stakeholder interpretations that have so far withstood a single widely 
agreed definition. Research has attempted to embrace this flexibility by discussing CSR as a 
concept specific to individual organisations (van Marrewijk, 2003) and also CSR as a broad 
concept relevant to a wider constituency such as industries (Barthorpe, 2010). Despite this, 
since its modern day incarnation in the 1950’s (Bowen, 1953) CSR has been increasing in 
importance to all stakeholders (Carroll, 2015).  
 
Current stakeholder expectations are concerned with how the resulting social value is 
measured and communicated (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). These growing expectations 
have been formalised with the introduction of the Public Services (Social Value) Act (2012). 
The Act places a duty upon public sector bodies to consider social value as a key 
procurement criterion alongside the traditional triumvirate of time, cost and quality. 
Increasing demands are therefore placed upon contractors in the procurement process as they 
are now asked to outline the additional social value they can bring to the construction project. 
This arguably also increases the pressure contractors experience to dedicate their finite 
resources to the CSR practices that result in the most social value. 
 
Therefore, the problem exists that in order to remain competitive, construction contractors 
need to practice, measure and communicate CSR to numerous stakeholders effectively, 
despite each arguably holding their own, possibly unique, interpretation. This problem can 
arguably manifest itself in two main ways; a contractor could focus on CSR practices that do 
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not align with a clients’ interpretation, resulting in missed procurement opportunities, and, a 
contractor can use resources on CSR practices that do not generate high levels of social value 
in comparison to other potential CSR practices. 
 
There is therefore, an imminent need for a robust social value measurement tool, which can 
satisfy disparate stakeholders, and allow construction contractors to measure, compare, and 
communicate the social value that results from their CSR practices. For WD this need 
emerged from the procurement requirements of a 4 year public sector framework valued in 
excess of £2billion. Two questions outlined in the tender requirements concerned the 
measurement and communication of social value. This research project was created to 
provide a practical solution to this industrial problem and assist WD in the successful 
procurement of the framework. The research aim and objectives are outlined in section 1.6 
after WD and Loughborough University are introduced in more detail.  
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1.4 Loughborough University 
 
Loughborough University is a Research University located in the town of Loughborough, 
Leicestershire. Founded in 1909 as a technical institute, it was awarded its Charter in 1966 
and was renamed Loughborough University in 1996. With nearly 18,000 full time students 
Loughborough University has won numerous awards including 7 Queens Anniversary Prizes 
and was ranked the top mainstream university in the 2017 National Student Survey and 1st in 
the Times Higher Education 2018 Student Experience Survey. 
 
The CICE sits within the School of Architecture, Building and Civil Engineering and is “…a 
Centre for Excellence committed to advanced training and research in Engineering and 
Management” (CICE, 2018). The CICE also states that “at the core of our operations is the 
prestigious Engineering Doctorate (EngD) programme, which is designed to produce 
doctoral graduates that can drive innovation in the engineering industry with the highest 
level of technical, managerial and business competence” (CICE, 2018). This research project 
sits within the CICE and is part funded by the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research 
Council (EPSRC).  
 
The EPSRC is the UK’s main government agency for funding research in the engineering and 
physical sciences. The EPSRC invests more than £800 million annually in a broad range of 
subjects and is itself principally funded through the Science Budget by the Department for 
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS). 
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1.5 The Industrial Sponsor 
 
Willmott Dixon is a UK based privately owned capital works, regeneration and support 
services’ company founded in 1852. In 2017 WD was ranked the 16th largest construction 
company in the UK by turnover (Top 100 Construction Companies 2017). The company has 
over 3,000 employees (excluding Sub-Contractors), became carbon neutral in 2012, was 
awarded the Major Building Contractor of the Year in 2011 and 2013, and won the 
Construction Enquirer ‘Best Main Contractor to Work for (over £250m turnover)’ in 2016 
and 2017.  
 
Scape is a public sector owned built environment specialist that offers national construction 
and consultancy frameworks. These are procured every 4 years with WD successful in 
winning the construction framework in 2005, 2009 and 2013. The anticipated value of the 
2018 framework is in excess of £2bn over the 4 year framework period. The advantages of 
Scape to public sector organisations include an emphasis on local spend and a collaborative 
and efficient approach resulting in cost savings and reduced construction timeframes. In 2016 
Scape won the Construction Enquirer ‘Best Client to work with (Public Sector)’. 
 
Due to the high value of workload on offer by Scape, WD have a dedicated Scape team 
consisting of staff from across several disciplines. This team is in charge of both 
administrating the current framework and winning future frameworks. The researcher’s role 
within the team was to research CSR and social value and advise how the CSR and social 
value themed questions in the 2017 framework tender could be comprehensively addressed. 
When the maximum potential mark of 100% was broken down amongst the questions asked 
in the 2017 framework tender documents, the two that related to CSR and SV had the largest 
individual weighting of any tender question.  
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1.6 Aims and Objectives 
 
Aim 
To explore how the concept of CSR can be operationalised and the resulting social value be 
measured and communicated to multiple stakeholders. 
 
Objectives 
1. Explore the conceptualisation and measurement of CSR. 
2. Establish how CSR is communicated and understood in the construction industry. 
3. Examine how different stakeholder interpretations can be made to align. 
4. Develop and/or operationalise a tool to measure the social value of WD’s CSR. 
5. Deploy and test the tool and communicate the results. 
 
 
 
Figure 1.0 shows how the research aim is achieved through the completion of the research 
objectives, and in turn how the satisfaction of the research objectives results in the different 
research outputs.  
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Figure 1.0 - Aim, Objectives and Outputs 
 
  
Aim: 
To explore how the concept of CSR can be operationalised and the resulting social value be measured and 
communicated to multiple stakeholders. 
 
Objective 1: 
 
Explore the 
conceptualisation 
and measurement 
of CSR. 
Objective 2: 
 
Establish how 
CSR is 
communicated 
and understood in 
the construction 
industry. 
Objective 3: 
 
Examine how 
different 
stakeholder 
interpretations 
can be made to 
align. 
Objective 4: 
 
Develop and/or 
operationalise a 
tool to measure 
the social value of 
WD’s CSR. 
Objective 5: 
 
Deploy and test 
the tool and 
communicate the 
results. 
Paper 1: 
 
Making sense of 
CSR: translation 
between setters, 
enforcers and 
enactors 
Paper 2: 
 
Making sense of 
CSR in 
construction: do 
contractor and 
client perceptions 
align? 
Paper 3: 
 
The influence of public sector 
procurement practice in shaping 
construction CSR 
Paper 4: 
 
Paradox and Legitimacy in construction: 
How CSR reports restrict CSR practice 
 
 
Social Value Measurement Toolkit – mi|career 
EngD Thesis: 
Measuring and managing the social value created by a diverse construction business  
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1.7 Justification for the Research 
 
The justification for this research project derives from the need to: 
 
 Assist WD in attempts to better understand their CSR practices and resulting social 
value. By doing so the researcher will support WD in improving their CSR agenda 
and social value practices, and help ensure they engage with the concepts 
substantively. 
 Operationalise a measurement tool so WD can measure, compare and communicate 
their social value. The achievement of this will contribute to reconciling the 
theoretical ambiguity that surrounds CSR with the industrial need for workable 
measurement solutions.  
 Support the CSR and social value needs of WD with the completion of a public sector 
framework tender valued in excess of £2billion over 4 years. 
 Contribute to the growing body of contemporary research on CSR and social value in 
the construction management literature, building upon previous findings and accepted 
assumptions, and addressing current gaps in the literature with fresh insights and 
approaches. 
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1.8 Novelty of the Research 
 
This research project allowed a comprehensive understanding to be gained of the CSR and 
social value agendas of both contractors and public body clients within the UK construction 
industry. The researcher’s position within WD and the access this enabled to key stakeholders 
allowed a unique perspective into how CSR is currently interpreted, operationalised, 
communicated, and measured. Such access has resulted in: 
 
 The contribution to a real life procurement scenario of a £2billion framework 
 Contemporary debates being addressed by the understandings and insights of an RE 
embedded within a CSR focused main contractor 
 An innovative approach to SV measurement that has been widely embraced and 
implemented by WD 
 Different methodologies and research methods being mobilised to better understand 
the subject matter and satisfy the research aim 
 New knowledge and insights regarding how CSR and SV are communicated and 
operationalised in the UK construction industry 
 A number of key recommendations for the wider construction industry on how social 
value can be better understood and practices improved, and how the ambiguous and 
nebulous concept of CSR can be engaged with in a practical and pragmatic way.  
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1.9 Scope of the Research 
 
The literature in the field of construction management is extensive, as is that in the field of 
CSR. Even research conducted where the two concepts intersect is wide ranging. Therefore, 
in order to achieve the aim and objectives of this research project within the timeframe of the 
programme there was a need to define the scope of the research that would be undertaken.  
Whilst the initial literature review around CSR wasn’t limited to any specific context, once a 
diverse and rigorous background understanding was gained, the focus was narrowed to that of 
contemporary debates either occurring within the construction management literature or those 
that were judged of high relevance to the objectives of the research. The focus of research 
was also directed towards the needs of WD and research tasks pursued that resulted in either 
a direct or indirect benefit to WD operations. This allowed research findings to be directly 
applicable to the sponsoring organisation and generalisable to the wider construction 
industry, as well as contribute to contemporary CSR debates.  
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1.10 Thesis Structure  
 
The remainder of this thesis is structured into the following chapters: 
 
 Chapter 2.0 – The next chapter consists of a brief overview of the key debates 
identified during the literature review stage of the research project. This review 
identified both longstanding and contemporary arguments at the intersection of CSR 
and the UK construction industry. It also identified that there was an increasing 
expectation of CSR behaviour for contractors from all stakeholders that was being 
formalised into increasingly CSR focussed procurement criteria. The chapter also 
found that the benefits CSR offered contractors could only be achieved if they 
measured and communicated CSR effectively. However, it was revealed that 
arguments around social value and measurement of the wider CSR factors was in its 
infancy, but where measurement had occurred it was concerned with the more 
economical and environmental factors of CSR instead of the social. Currently 
available social value measurement tools were also reviewed however, it was 
discovered that none met the needs of WD. In addition, the problems the construction 
industry faces when embracing innovation were also highlighted. Finally, the 
theoretical lenses used to explore such concepts were also reviewed for how they may 
assist this research project in better achieving its aim. 
     
 Chapter 3.0 – This consists of the methodological approaches taken by the research 
project. The research objectives are separated into Research Package 1 (objectives 1-
3) and Research Package 2 (objectives 4 and 5). RP1 adopts a constructivist position 
concerned with interpretivism and qualitative data, whilst RP2 adopts an objectivist 
methodology concerned with positivism and quantitative data. However, rather than 
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conflicting with one another, such methodological differences serve to inform each 
other and assist in achieving the research aim and objectives. The research methods 
employed are also outlined and include literature review, interviews, and 
questionnaires, as the social value measurement tool developed originated from a 
Microsoft Excel based questionnaire created by the researcher.   
 
 Chapter 4.0 – This chapter outlines the research undertaken by the researcher for each 
of the Research Packages. It is described how the findings of Research Package 1 
informed the achievement of the objectives within Research Package 2. This chapter 
ends by discussing the results for the researchers taught element that was completed 
in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the EngD. 
 
 Chapter 5.0 – The key findings of the research project are discussed in this chapter. 
Each finding is presented along with the contribution it makes to the existing 
literature or the gap in current understanding it addresses. Pragmatic advice for WD is 
also offered for each finding, as is how the findings inform the development of a 
social value measurement tool.  
 
 Chapter 6.0 – The final chapter discusses the research conclusions. How the aim and 
objectives were realised is outlined, as are the implications for WD and the wider 
construction industry. How the research contributes to current theory is also discussed 
before a critical evaluation of the research is conducted. The chapter finishes with 
recommendations for further work. 
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1.11 Summary 
 
 
This chapter has introduced the research project that this thesis summarises. Background to 
the research is explored and the research context described. The tension at the heart of this 
thesis is addressed, and Loughborough University and WD are also introduced. The research 
aim of ‘to explore how the concept of CSR can be operationalised and the resulting social 
value be measured and communicated to multiple stakeholders’ is defined, and the research 
objectives outlined. It is the satisfaction of these objectives that will allow the research aim to 
be achieved. Finally, the justification, novelty and scope of the research are discussed, as is 
the remaining structure of the thesis. 
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2.0 Literature Review 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter explores the findings of the literature review. Whilst the persisting arguments on 
defining CSR, and its evolution from philanthropic activity of businessmen to a societal 
expectation of organisations are arguably intertwined, they are separated in this section in an 
attempt to focus on the key developments in each field. First, a brief history of CSR is 
outlined, before the arguments defining CSR explored. CSR in the construction industry is 
then introduced including the advantages afforded to those organisations that embrace CSR, 
how it is governed, and its growing popularity as a procurement criterion. The emerging 
concept of social value is then discussed before contemporary arguments around its 
measurement introduced, and how the communication of social value is increasing in 
importance. Finally, as the research project involves the development and organisational 
adoption of a social value measurement tool, how the construction industry embraces 
innovation is also discussed. The chapter then concludes with the identification of several 
gaps in existing research. How each gap is addressed, the key lessons that have been learnt, 
and how these inform the research objectives are also explored.  
 
2.2 A History of CSR 
 
The origins of CSR, of business taking a responsibility for societal wellbeing, is argued to 
stretch back hundreds of years but didn’t enter mainstream business consciousness until the 
1950’s (Carroll, 2015). It is widely acknowledged that it was the publication of the book 
Social Responsibilities of the Businessman by Bowen (1953) which brought the idea of CSR 
into everyday business activity. In the book, Bowen discusses how social responsibility was 
31 
 
initially confined to the extravagance of wealthy businessmen, but he was in general 
commenting on increased business responsibility due to an increasingly prosperous post war 
period (Carroll, 2015). There was however, opposition against such practices with some 
arguing social welfare was the responsibility of government, with profit maximisation the 
primary aim of business (Levitt, 1958). Despite this criticism, the idea of CSR grew amongst 
stakeholders who began to demand more from businesses, which led to the gradual evolution 
of CSR from a concept of interest to one of upmost importance (Wood, 1991). Such an 
evolution of stakeholder expectation led to organisations being under more scrutiny in the 
1960’s and 70’s with any digressions from societal expectations met with social movements 
(Carroll, 1999). A decline in CSR occurred in the 1980’s as economic troubles surfaced, 
before a re-emergence in the 1990’s as the economy began to improve (Carroll, 1999). This 
arguably exposed organisations to reveal their financial priorities with CSR perhaps 
considered not necessary for business survival. However, this re-emergence of CSR 
continued to grow in importance into the millennium as stakeholder demands increased 
beyond requiring a simple PR campaign to demanding increased business transparency, 
evidence of CSR practice, and clear communication of the resulting societal and 
environmental benefits (Avram and Avasilcai, 2014). Organisations across the globe are now 
embracing CSR as a core part of their business identity (KPMG, 2017), yet despite the 
continued growth in CSR demand, or perhaps because of it, a definition of CSR has never 
been widely agreed upon. 
 
This is important to this research, as if social value is to be measured and communicated, a 
definition needs to be agreed, or at the very least, a method of effective communication that 
satisfies all stakeholders achieved. Next, the different approaches to defining CSR are 
discussed.   
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2.3 Defining CSR 
 
There has never been a widely agreed definition of CSR (Blowfield and Murray, 2011). The 
growing interest has only served to increase the variety of definitions proposed that often 
complement, compete and contradict one another (Carroll, 2015). However, one of the first 
definitions to become widely established was proposed by Carroll (1979) which identified 
four categories of social responsibility: economic, legal, ethical and discretionary. Carroll 
(1991) later built upon his own model with the widely recognised ‘Pyramid of CSR’ in which 
discretionary was replaced with philanthropic and the hierarchal structure introduced showing 
what Carroll argued was the organisational stages of CSR (figure 2.0). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.0 – Carroll’s Pyramid of CSR 
 
Carroll’s pyramid of CSR is persistently referred to as a turning point in wider CSR 
understanding and has been recognised as one of the most persistent, durable and widely 
accepted CSR definitions (Crane and Matten, 2004). However, the definition has not been 
without criticism. It’s argued such a simplistic approach fails to acknowledge the integrated 
and multi-faceted development of strategy and operation that organisations adopt (Wartick 
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and Cochran, 1985). Another criticism is how well the model can travel, as it is argued to be 
based upon westernised business philosophies therefore fails to reflect the different order of 
importance other countries may place upon the pyramid’s constituent parts (Visser, 2005). It 
is also argued the pyramid is static and fails to allow for CSR to evolve (Wartick and 
Cochran, 1985) as well as incorrectly emphasising economic responsibilities over legal 
(Wood and Jones, 1995). 
 
Whilst Carroll’s CSR pyramid, and its criticisms, have helped shape CSR understandings, 
multiple stakeholders have also proposed their own definitions to suit their unique needs. 
Such definitions can complement, overlap and differ from one another, and have served to 
further exaggerate the problems in reaching an agreement over a single CSR definition (Zhao 
et al., 2012). Confusions are also perpetuated by the different importance and weighting 
given to each constituent part of a CSR definition by individual stakeholders, resulting in 
those that do agree on CSR, not agreeing upon the order of importance each aspects holds. 
Examples of some CSR definitions can be seen in figure 3.0. Whilst such a compilation is by 
no means exhaustive, it does represent a small sample of those published, and evidences the 
wide interpretations and mixed expectations that exist in the field of CSR.  
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Source Definition 
Davis (1973) / Zhao et al (2012) How an organisation responds to issues that are 
beyond their economic, technical and legal 
expectations to achieve social and 
environmental benefits whilst balancing the 
needs of stakeholders and maintaining economic 
performance.  
World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development (2000) 
A commitment to improve the quality of life of 
communities, general society, employees and 
their families, as well as assist with sustainable 
economic development. 
Commission of the European Communities 
(2001) 
The voluntary consideration of how social and 
environmental factors effect stakeholders. 
McWilliams and Siegel (2001) Good practices that extend beyond furthering 
the interests of the organisation and meeting 
legal obligations 
Business for Social Responsibility (2003) The operations of organisations that meet and 
exceed the ethical, legal, social and commercial 
expectations of society 
Wang and You (2008) How an organisation meets stakeholder 
expectations and general social values whilst 
maintaining economic, social and environmental 
performance and taking responsibility for 
economic, legal, ethical, functional, cultural and 
public welfare 
Barthorpe (2010) Organisations to consider the impact that their 
working practices have on the environment and 
society 
ISO26000 (2010) An organisation behaving transparently and 
ethically and taking responsibility for the 
societal and environmental impacts of its 
activities and decisions. 
Goel and Ramanathan (2014) Organisations have a moral responsibility for all 
stakeholder concerns  
Bachmann and Ingenhoff (2016) Organisations voluntarily integrate social 
concerns into their everyday operations 
Lunenberg et al (2016) Organisational actions taken in consideration of 
stakeholder expectations and triple bottom line 
performance 
Benites-Lazaro and Mello-Thery (2017) Organisations need to focus on the social and 
environmental impact of their activities 
Dahlsrud (2008) / Duff (2017) CSR has five dimensions: environmental, social, 
economic, stakeholder, voluntariness 
Figure 3.0 – CSR Definitions 
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It is argued the wealth of CSR definitions perpetuates difficulties for stakeholders in reaching 
shared understandings (Blowfield and Murray, 2011). However, a benefit to the plethora of 
definitions available, and the diverse vocabulary used, is that each stakeholder can arrive at a 
definition they are happy with (Griffith, 2011). Such a wealth of definitions and vocabulary 
choice has led to two distinct approaches. The first, one of flexibility, which allows 
stakeholders to embrace whichever unique definition they find best suits their individual 
needs (van Marrewijk, 2003). The second considers CSR as a broad concept relevant to wider 
constituencies such as the construction industry, which then allows numerous themes and 
shared interpretations to exist (Barthorpe, 2010).  
 
Setting aside the lack of a single CSR definition however, we can see that as a concept CSR 
has increased in importance amongst all stakeholders and is firmly established as a key driver 
in modern business (Carroll, 2015). However, it is important to understand the tensions that 
exist in reaching an agreed CSR definition amongst different stakeholders as this will need to 
be addressed in the development of any measurement tool if its results are to be effectively 
communicated and understood by a wide stakeholder base. As this research project is set 
within the UK construction industry, the growth of CSR in the construction industry is now 
discussed.  
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2.4 CSR in the Construction Industry 
 
The construction industry includes the design, construction and maintenance of built assets, 
as well as engineering and infrastructure works. The industry accounts for approximately 
6.5% of the UK economic output with an annual value of over £99 billion and is responsible 
for over 2 million jobs (ONS, 2017; Rhodes, 2015).  
 
Historically, UK construction has been perceived as an industry with little regard for heavy 
exploitation of the environment, excessive consumption of resources, high levels of pollution, 
and an aggressive and inconsiderate attitude towards clients and society (Barthorpe, 2010; 
Ding, 2008). It is also argued that all construction works have a negative impact upon the 
environment (Kasozi and Tutesigensi, 2007), and coupled with a perception that the industry 
lags behind others in its CSR (Glass, 2012) it is argued that construction has more reason 
than most to adopt and embrace CSR behaviours (Murray and Dainty, 2009). Perhaps 
pertinently, CSR in the construction industry has now grown to such an extent that the term 
encompasses a wide range of practices and expectations, including improving safety during 
the build process, aiming for higher project quality, and working closely with the community 
(Jiang and Wong, 2016). Although, it is argued that the social aspects of CSR are yet to be 
fully embraced within construction, with the focus instead upon environmental issues 
(Loosemore et al., 2018). However, a textbook published nearly a decade earlier highlights 
the social aspects of construction CSR (Murray and Dainty, 2009). There are also historic 
examples of these social aspects of CSR that have been traced as far back as the 18th century 
(Barthorpe (2010). Therefore, it can be argued that social elements of CSR within the 
construction industry have been widely demonstrated for numerous years. Nevertheless, the 
environmental aspects have been more widely reported as they are arguably easier to measure 
and communicate (Blowfield and Murray, 2011) and can include the calculation of CO2 
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emissions at each life cycle phase of a construction project (Kasozi and Tutesigensi, 2007). 
However, numerous examples of construction organisations demonstrating social practices as 
part of their CSR can also be found. This includes the offering of work experience 
placements by a major UK construction company (Morton et al., 2014) and a construction 
organisation encouraging its staff to take time off to volunteer, so in effect the organisation is 
loaning ‘…the skills, talent, and time of their employees’ rather than donating a monetary 
amount (Loosemore and Bridgeman, 2017, p642).  
 
The Considerate Constructors Scheme (CCS) is also evidence of the construction industry 
taking responsibility for its image and impact (Glass and Simmonds, 2007). Founded in 1997 
the CCS is an independent body created by the construction industry itself with the aim of 
improving the image of construction through the implementation of a voluntary code of 
considerate practice (Barthorpe, 2010). The code compels projects and organisations to 
consider the image of the industry and the impact their practices have upon their staff, 
contractors, the environmental, and more recently, the wider social impacts of their 
operations (Glass and Simmonds, 2007). The CCS therefore adds emphasis on the social 
aspects of CSR within the construction process and can be argued to be contributing to the 
construction industry having an increased focus on the social impacts of construction works 
(Raiden et al, 2019). Contractor participation in CCS is extensively used in CSR 
communications, with those sites considered the most ‘considerate’ recognised with awards 
(Murray et al., 2011).  
 
Therefore, organisations can arguably embrace CSR practices for numerous reasons ranging 
from philanthropic to purely for financial benefit. There has undoubtedly been a shift in the 
UK construction industry with stakeholders now demanding both a higher degree of 
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responsibility and public focussed accountability (Murray and Dainty, 2009). With an 
increase in such expectations, an organisation’s CSR motivation is arguably irrespective, as 
engaging in CSR practices appears to afford an organisation numerous advantages. The 
advantages of CSR engagement are explored in the next chapter.   
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2.5 CSR Advantages  
 
Through a comprehensive literature review Du et al (2010) outline some of the numerous 
benefits that were found to be afforded to organisations that embrace CSR. One such benefit 
was a positive image and reputation amongst stakeholders, which in turn led to enhanced 
staff recruitment with the organisation having increased appeal to potential future employees 
(Du et al., 2010). CSR has also been argued to increase an organisations staff retention levels 
by directly improving the job satisfaction of each employee (Brammer et al., 2007). Another 
advantage of organisations embracing CSR is an increase in their Financial Performance 
(FP). Through conducting a survey of CSR managers, it is argued that the more an 
organisation meets stakeholder CSR expectations, the greater the impact on the mediating 
variables of reputation enhancement and customer satisfaction. In turn the greater the positive 
impact on these mediating variables, the more likely an organisation is to improve its FP 
(Saeidi et al., 2014).  
 
Such contemporary advantages have arguably served to re-position the traditional arguments 
against business CSR participation, in that business owes a responsibility to profit 
maximisation alone (Levitt, 1958). Whilst traditionally such arguments were against CSR, 
now it is arguably only by embracing CSR that organisations can maximise profits. However, 
despite such extensive research into the organisational advantages of CSR, the wider benefits 
to both public clients, and until recently the intended CSR recipients, has remained largely 
unexplored. The latter is now a slowly increasing concept pertinent to this EngD and is 
explored in section 2.9. The former is an area this EngD seeks to address by asking what are 
the CSR motivations of public sector clients in the construction industry. Figure 10.0 – 
Contemporary Research Gaps (section 2.13) contains a list of all gaps discovered during the 
literature review and indicates how each was addressed by the EngD.   
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Despite the established advantages CSR affords organisations, the public sector still 
encourages and enforces responsible behaviour through both the setting of legislation and the 
creation of CSR based procurement criteria. These are both discussed in the next two 
sections.  
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2.6 CSR Legislation 
 
The primary method of Governments to enforce desired organisational behaviours is through 
the introduction of legislation. In the construction industry this has served to both encourage 
and restrict different contractor behaviours. Examples include the Health and Safety at Work 
Act (1974) which governs the safety of those at risk of harm by organisational operations and 
the Bribery Act (2010) which concerns unfair advantages gained via illegal payments 
(Hughes et al., 2015). Legislation has also been introduced that make specific mention to the 
operations of the construction industry such as the Local Democracy, Economic 
Development and Construction Act (2009), which governs amongst other things payment 
practices to supply chain members (Hughes et al., 2015).  
 
Such legislation governs the general behaviour of business and aims to enforce a more 
responsible culture. However, it could be argued that a truly responsible business would 
already exhibit such behaviours and would not need to then be governed and guided by the 
introduction of legislation. It has also been argued that creating a positive image, minimising 
public embarrassment, and satisfying customers was more of a guiding factor for 
organisational behaviour than the introduction of legislation (Walker et al., 2008). Despite 
this, legislation is the primary way in which organisational behaviour is governed, as it is the 
only method of introducing legal obligations. Arguably, legislation is not always successful 
in achieving its desired aim, with sometimes unintended consequences occurring (Fletcher et 
al., 2018). Due to its recent introduction, whether the Social Value Act delivers as intended 
for the public sector, or has any unintended consequences of its own, is unexplored. This 
EngD seeks to explore this area, as by doing so the researcher can advise WD on how to 
better understand and satisfy client aims and motivations when they use the SVA during 
procurement. Next, the subject of CSR procurement in the construction industry is explored.  
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2.7 CSR Procurement 
 
Attempts have been made to influence business behaviour through the requirements placed 
upon contactors during the procurement process, with procurement itself described as the 
ideal vehicle through which additional performance metrics can be introduced (Uttam and Le 
Lan Roos, 2015). Procurement has also been described as the ideal mechanism for public 
clients to achieve their CSR agendas and drive policy change because of the scale of work 
available to be awarded (Correia et al., 2013). One study suggests that procurement 
pertaining to social and environmental factors began in earnest at the end of the twentieth 
century and has been increasing in importance ever since (Hoejmose and Adrien-Kirby, 
2012). Although it is argued that the focus was traditionally upon environmental factors, such 
as reducing CO2 emissions (Powell et al., 2006) but it is now reported that social factors are a 
growing concern for those procuring construction works (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). 
However, such studies largely fail to distinguish between the potentially differing motivations 
of key actors in the construction industry, and so it remains largely underexplored why 
individual stakeholders are motivated to place importance on some environmental and social 
factors over others when procuring works. 
  
There are arguments that the setting of procurement criteria are driven by external pressures, 
however such findings are not drawn from within the construction industry and so their wider 
applicability is questionable (Hoejmose and Adrien-Kirby, 2012). It could be presumed that 
the public sector embraces such procurement practices as it uses public money on public 
services and operates largely in the public eye, so is therefore under constant scrutiny about 
how it is delivering the most value for money spent. It has also been argued that private 
sector procurement is influenced by public procurement practices (Simcoe and Toffel, 2014) 
and that the public sector also adopt procurement practices to encourage contractor 
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behaviours they hope will stick after the project has finished (Snider et al., 2013). However, 
despite varied arguments, it remains unclear exactly what motivates public sector 
construction clients to include CSR themed criterion in their procurement of contractors. This 
is explored in this research project as having a greater knowledge of client CSR motivations 
and of why emphasis is placed on some criteria over others will help WD understand and 
satisfy client demands and potentially offer previously unconsidered solutions.  
 
The weighting of CSR criteria in public procurement is argued to be around 10% of the 
overall scoring awarded (Varnas et al., 2009; Uttam and Le Lan Roos, 2015). Therefore, it 
can be argued that contractor CSR practices are increasingly becoming the difference 
between successful and unsuccessful procurement, especially as the CSR percentage is 
expected to increase within procurement, challenging the historic triumvirate of projects 
awarded on time, cost and quality alone (Wong et al., 2012). This is evident in the UK 
construction industry as it is argued contractors are expected to embrace CSR to remain 
successful in an increasingly competitive public sector environment (Loosemore, 2016).  
 
The question could therefore be asked as to why a contractor would engage with public sector 
projects if additional CSR requirements are attached compared to similar private sector 
procurement. Especially when in 2015 it was reported that only 26% of construction output 
was for the public sector, with 74% private sector works (Rhodes, 2015). However, figure 4.0 
shows that in times of economic uncertainty and instability, such as 2008-2011, the total 
value of public sector output increased at a time when private sector workload declined 
(Rhodes, 2015).  
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Figure 4.0 – Construction Sector Output 
 
Despite the increasing popularity of CSR in public sector procurement, one area yet to be 
fully explored is how CSR can become a criterion, and therefore compared, delivered and 
measured, if a definition cannot be widely agreed between stakeholders (Loosemore, 2016). 
For the environmental aspects of CSR numerous metrics exist such as limiting the CO2 
generated, and reducing the amount of waste to landfill which arguably make agreeing and 
measuring easier for stakeholders involved. However, the same cannot be said for the social 
aspects of CSR. There are currently no widely agreed metrics to measure the social value 
creation through procurement, and those metrics that are used are subject to disagreement and 
confusion (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). Despite this the introduction of the Social Value 
Act now places a legal duty on public sector bodies to consider the wider social value 
generated by tendering organisations. The SVA is an example of where legislation intersects 
with procurement. The Act places a legal duty on public bodies to consider how the 
procurement choices they make can lead to additional social value, instead of simply 
awarding based on the lowest immediate cost (Loosemore, 2016). In order to better 
understand the scope of social value within procurement the next sections will consider how 
it is interpreted, agreed, measured and communicated. 
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2.8 Social Value 
 
The term social value is subject to the same arguments as CSR with regards to the difficulties 
experienced by multiple stakeholders reaching an agreed definition (Loosemore and Higgon, 
2016). It has been argued that social value refers to an actionable concept, something that will 
add benefit to society, to both immediate stakeholders and wider society in general (Kuratko 
et al., 2017; Watson et al., 2016). It is also argued that the emphasis should be placed on how 
the generated social value extends above and beyond the actual value of the goods and 
services that are the result of a transaction (Agrawal et al., 2015). Loosemore has published 
extensively in this area and offers the following as examples of what social value can include:  
 
“…construction companies specifying products on projects which promote fair trade or 
requiring subcontractors and suppliers to not only deliver traditional products and services 
but to also provide employment opportunities for disadvantaged and marginalised groups 
such as the disabled, ex-offenders, ethnic minorities or the long-term unemployed” (2016, 
p133). 
 
Whilst the social aspects of CSR have always been considered by construction contractors 
(Barthorpe, 2010) it was the introduction of the SVA that is credited with bringing the 
terminology and concept into the mainstream business consciousness (Watson et al., 2016). 
However, it has been argued that the specific concept of social value is still in its infancy, 
with widespread and long term examples of success stories hard to find (Loosemore, 2016). 
Nevertheless, 12 months on from the introduction of the SVA a Government review was 
published that showcased several examples of businesses embedding and achieving 
additional social value from their activities (Cabinet Office, 2014). This includes a social 
enterprise hiring homeless people, a local taxi business employing apprentices and a 
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multinational organisation raising money for a charity partner (Cabinet Office, 2014). The 
Government review, however, also highlights the barriers that the process of embedding 
social value in UK business is currently facing, which include a lack of intent from those 
procuring public sector works and a lack of consistent understanding and agreement as to 
what social value actually is. This lack of agreement over a widely accepted definition 
represents a current underexplored area within the CSR literature and one that is addressed 
within this research project. Whilst arguments over CSR definitions persist, reaching an 
agreed understanding of social value is crucial to this EngD as both the tender completion 
requirements, and the successful operationalisation of a social value measurement tool will 
arguably depend on stakeholders reaching a shared social value understanding. Firstly, this 
EngD establishes if an agreed definition of social value can be reached between stakeholders, 
and secondly, what impact the SVA is having within UK construction, on both the intended 
recipients and the contractors tasked with delivering social value.  
 
Despite such lack of agreement over what social value is, the introduction of the SVA has 
confirmed that evidencing social value is now a prerequisite for winning public sector 
projects, and is something that will need to be understood and embraced by construction 
contractors if they wish to remain competitive in procurement (Loosemore and Higgon, 
2016). However, this then presents a further problem in that to evidence the impact of social 
value, contractors will need to effectively measure and clearly communicate the social value 
they generate. This can be problematic as differing interpretations lead to inconsistent 
measurement practices and a lack of rigour around how outcomes are quantified and 
compared (Cabinet Office, 2014). Therefore, the next sections discuss in more detail current 
practices around measuring social value, and how social value, and wider CSR practices are 
communicated.   
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2.9 Social Value Measurement  
 
To ‘measure’ can be described as to “ascertain the size, amount, or degree of (something) by 
using an instrument or device marked in standard units” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2018).  
 
An awareness of the growing need to measure social value was increasing before the 
introduction of the SVA (Blowfield and Murray, 2011). However, the SVA placed a legal 
duty upon public bodies to assess and compare the social value contractors offered, which 
therefore resulted in contractors focussing on how they could effectively measure and 
communicate social value (Watson et al., 2016). However, before the requirements of the 
SVA were imposed, contractors already had to measure some elements of their wider CSR 
activity. These include aspects such as the total emissions reduced, the amount of trees 
planted and number of apprentices hired (Agol et al., 2014; Mirza-Davies, 2016). However, 
as these factors are arguably easily quantified, their measurements tend to be in the form of 
simplified monetary metrics. Yet despite the monetisation of CSR impacts, a comparison of 
several leading tools revealed that there is still little consistency in approach and calculation, 
with all measurement tools lacking a comparable output (Gjolberg, 2009). This could be in 
part due to the arguments that CSR is difficult to measure due to the ambiguity that surrounds 
the concept (Korhonen, 2003). Therefore, it is of no surprise that a widely agreed method of 
CSR measurement is yet to be produced (Venturelli et al., 2017).  
 
However, despite the issues that have occurred in the measurement of wider CSR, attempts 
have still been made to measure social value, although these have been fraught with similar 
difficulties due to the differing interpretations that exist amongst stakeholders (Loosemore, 
2016) resulting in no single method being widely adopted. Although one of the most popular 
social value measurement tools is Social Return On Investment (SROI) which expresses 
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social value in terms of financial benefit (Bridgeman et al., 2015). However, such a 
reductionist method of assigning monetary amounts to social value is not always possible or 
favoured and has been criticised for expressing complex social issues in simplistic monetary 
terms, potentially undervaluing the true extent of the benefits realised and leaving calls for a 
more qualitative tool unanswered (Watson et al., 2016). Criticisms of using quantitative 
monetary metrics to measure largely qualitative phenomena include the argument that wider 
social value does not lend itself to be easily measured and that difficult to measure social and 
ecological factors can be missed (Korhonen, 2003). Other criticisms include the nuanced 
positive impacts created by providing things such as a pleasant home life, an improvement of 
community spirit, and helping people gain secure employment can often be overlooked, and 
as quantitative monetary outputs can be compared, it can lead people to believe social value 
practices can be easily interchanged if the same end value is achieved (Korhonen, 2003).  
 
Despite such criticism, attempts to develop social value measurement methods are increasing, 
even though debates around how social value can be effectively measured remain in their 
infancy (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). It is perhaps therefore unsurprising that most current 
tools purposefully designed to measure social value result in quantitative or monetary outputs 
as can be seen in Figure 5.0. However, the use of quantitative metrics for measuring social 
value does have benefits. One of the largest being that a numerical or financial output is 
almost universally understood and can go some way in circumventing discussions regarding 
the aspects of social value that are difficult to articulate (Watson et al., 2016). One reason 
such tools are increasingly used is that evolving procurement requirements are forcing 
contractors to use any available method of measuring and communicating their social value 
in order to remain competitive. Figure 5.0 gives an overview of several social value 
49 
 
measurement tools that are currently available and appraises them against the requirements of 
WD to establish if any are suitable to meet WD’s organisational needs. 
 
WD’s core requirements for the social value measurement tool are as follows:  
 It can be used across a broad range of SV practices. 
 It measures the value created by each practice 
 WD staff can operate the tool with little training. 
 It can capture the social value immediately after an activity but also have the 
capability to capture social value over a longer timeframe 
 
In addition, any results can be: 
 Easily compared across different practices. So the same metrics are applied to a single 
tool that can measure the range of SV practices WD conduct and the resulting social 
value achieved can be ranked. 
 Used to improve each SV practice by allowing results to be recorded and then 
compared against previous examples of the practice undertaken. 
 Easily communicated by WD staff. 
 Accurately understood by diverse stakeholders. 
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Figure 5.0 - Social Value Measurement Tool Overview
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Analysis of figure 5.0 revealed that no single social value measurement tool currently 
available is entirely suitable for WD’s required use and expectations. However, the analysis 
did allow a robust review revealing the features of each that were applicable to WD’s needs. 
There is a gap in current understanding regarding how social value can be comprehensively 
measured, and a gap in industry for a measurement tool that measures social value from a 
wide range of activities and produces a none monetary output. However, there have been 
some progress in this area recently with one study highlighting the use of surveys and 
reviewing diary records to evidence the wide-ranging effectiveness and social value of certain 
CSR programmes on the intended recipients (Loosemore and Bridgeman, 2018). In this case, 
the social value achieved  included  young women (who are currently underrepresented in 
construction) felt more encouraged to consider the industry for a potential future career 
(Loosemore and Bridgeman, 2018).  
 
The SVA and its review however, offers little clarity in any measurement approach to take, 
yet confirms that social value will indeed need to be measured and communicated effectively 
by contractors in order to increase procurement success (Cabinet Office, 2014). Therefore 
before work is undertaken to develop a bespoke social value measurement tool based on the 
findings of the literature review, how social value and wider CSR is effectively 
communicated also needs to be considered in detail, as arguably it is how CSR is 
communicated that makes the difference in procurement.  
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2.10 Communicating CSR 
 
CSR communication (of which SV communication is a part) is a term used to describe when 
an organisation communicates its CSR strategies and actions (Font et al., 2012). This 
communication can be both internal, for the benefit of staff, and external, aimed at one or 
more stakeholder groups. One important reason to report on CSR is that it has been argued 
any organisational benefits that arise from CSR practices are linked to the level of 
stakeholder awareness, and that a low awareness can prevent organisations achieving benefits 
they would otherwise experience (Du et al., 2010). This is confirmed by the requirements 
under the SVA whereby contractors need to clearly evidence their SV, and wider CSR, in 
order to be understood by clients and thereby experience the associated advantages (Watson 
et al., 2016).  
   
Such communication can take many forms including conversations, meetings, emails, 
posters, social media posts, articles and arguably most formally, through annual reporting. 
Annual CSR reports have increased over recent times, with KPMG (2005) confirming 17% of 
construction organisations surveyed reported on CSR, a figure which had increased to 69% in 
2017 (KPMG, 2017). Whilst this is arguably a worldwide snapshot of the larger organisations 
that chose to take part, it clearly illustrates the increasing popularity of CSR reporting in the 
construction industry. 
 
However, despite such increasing reporting trends, it is argued that sometimes the CSR 
espoused at management level fails to be delivered operationally (Murray and Dainty, 2009). 
This represents an underexplored phenomenon within CSR and construction management 
research, but arguably one that warrants further focus as it could be said the success of CSR 
initiatives doesn’t lie with those who set the strategies, but with those tasked with delivering 
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them. Therefore, a failure to understand the internal relationship between the different 
hierarchal staff levels of a construction organisation could potentially negatively impact the 
organisation’s CSR performance. This research gap is explored in appendix 1.0, as it is 
arguably key to WD’s framework tender success that any social value measurement tool they 
have in place is effectively utilised at all levels of their organisation.  
 
By understanding the wider contemporary debates in CSR communication the development 
of the social value measurement tool will also benefit from ensuring any social value 
measured can be communicated in the most effective ways possible. One contemporary 
debate within the CSR reporting literature is whether such reports substantially (meaningfully 
engage with CSR principles) or symbolically (greenwash) engage with CSR (Michelon et al., 
2015). Widespread symbolic engagement was found to occur significantly within CSR 
reports; however, the same research discovered that most stakeholders were unable to 
differentiate between symbolic and substantive CSR reporting (Michelon et al., 2015). This 
has potentially large ramifications for contractors who are reporting on CSR as it could be 
argued that there is no motivation to substantively CSR report if it will result in the same 
benefits experienced by contactors who only symbolically engage (which is arguably less 
resource intensive). This research gap is explored further in appendix 4.0.   
 
One debate that is not widely explored is how CSR and SV are actually communicated, when 
as concepts they are not agreed upon by a broad range of stakeholders. Whilst some papers 
have argued that a form of ambiguity is mobilised as a method of numerous stakeholders 
reaching an agreement on what CSR can be interpreted as (Wexler, 2009), the impacts of this 
on how CSR is practiced are not widely understood. This is addressed in appendix 4.0 which 
considers how CSR and SV are communicated to disparate stakeholders despite there being 
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no agreed definitions, if current methods are effective, and what ramifications occur because 
of any methods implemented.  
 
Exploring such issues will inform the communication aspects of the social value 
measurement tool ensuring any social value measured is effectively communicated to, and 
understood by, all key stakeholders. Although it is arguably how the social value 
measurement tool is embraced by WD staff at all organisational levels that is key to the tool’s 
success. Therefore, how construction organisations embrace innovation is important to 
understand. Stereotypically the construction industry is one that resists innovative practices 
(Farmer, 2016). However, if all staff embrace the social value measurement tool it will ensure 
it is more readily adopted and the collection of social value data is more easily and effectively 
achieved and communicated successfully.  
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2. 11 Embracing Innovation 
 
Innovation can be described as finding a new way of performing an activity, utilising new 
combinations and disrupting routines (Bygballe and Ingemansson, 2014). Historically the 
construction industry has been slow to innovate due to the short-term nature of its work and a 
preference for productivity over innovation (Leghissa, 2016). The industry is also considered 
as one that has a highly conservative culture to the point of hindering any proposed 
innovative change (Kimmel et al., 2016). 
 
Arguably any tool that can measure social value will ultimately be considered innovative and 
therefore be potentially susceptible to the barriers such innovation experiences. In an attempt 
to overcome these barriers there are calls in the research for a more collaborative and 
integrative supply chain with arguments that engagement of key stakeholders will help foster 
innovative practices (Bygballe and Ingemansson, 2014; Leghissa, 2016). Therefore, 
throughout the development of the social value measurement tool there will be close working 
relationships with the supply chain, intended recipients, and selected public sector clients. 
The research undertaken (section 4.0) shows how key stakeholders were involved in the 
development of the social value measurement tool in an effort to ensure the tool was 
successfully received and understood by stakeholders  
 
Research has also shown that innovative practices are often delivered from a top down 
approach, whereby the management stipulate a practice to then be adopted by those at grass 
roots level within the organisation, but often what is delivered does not reflect the practice set 
by management (Balogun and Johnson, 2005). This is arguably due to staff resistance 
stemming from poor organisational communication and fear of organisational change (Basu 
and Palazzo, 2008; Filstad, 2014). However, current research does not explore how 
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innovative CSR strategies and practices are communicated and understood effectively at all 
levels of an organisational hierarchy. Therefore, appendix 1.0 explores how CSR strategies 
are communicated internally, the findings of which will help WD staff overcome any barriers 
to adopting the innovative social value measurement tool.  
 
Next, different theoretical lenses are introduced through which the concept of CSR in the 
construction industry can be explored in more detail in an attempt to reveal interesting 
insights to better inform any conclusions drawn.  
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2.12 Theoretical lenses used to understand CSR 
 
Numerous theoretical lenses have been mobilised in an attempt to better understand CSR. 
Those used within this research project were selected due to the contemporary perspectives 
and novel insights they afforded, and are outlined below. 
 
2.12.1 Stakeholder Theory 
 
A stakeholder is “any group or individual who can affect, or be affected by, the achievement 
of the organisations objectives” (Freeman 1984, p25). In order to understand the origins of 
stakeholder theory it is important to outline its main opposition; the traditional shareholder 
view. At the extreme, this is when an organisation’s only priority is maximising financial 
returns for shareholders (Friedman, 1970). In response to this view stakeholder theory 
developed arguing that organisations should be aware of the importance all stakeholders play 
in their ultimate success (Branco and Rodrigues, 2007). Boatright (2003) goes further and 
argues that organisations should not simply be aware of all stakeholders but should in fact 
operate for their benefit. With it also argued that stakeholder theory is at the intersection of 
business and ethics, thereby allowing managers to address both social and business concerns 
(Freeman et al., 2004). Both shareholder and stakeholder viewpoints can be built upon to 
further reveal sub-categories of organisational approaches as can be seen in figure 6.0 
(derived from Branco and Rodrigues (2007)).  
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Figure 6.0 – Shareholder and Stakeholder views 
 
Stakeholder theory has been extensively used in both construction management and CSR 
research. Omran and Ramdhony (2015) argue that stakeholder theory provides an explanation 
as to why organisations report on CSR – in that they feel ethically, morally and financially 
obligated to stakeholders. An explanatory framework is also proposed which outlines steps to 
ensure CSR strategies successfully satisfy the competing views of different stakeholders 
(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2014).  
 
Within construction management research stakeholder theory has been used to explore 
numerous relationships as well as identifying how a lack of stakeholder competency is a 
barrier to the successful implementation of innovation (Murphy, 2014). One study conducted 
a comprehensive literature review identifying 11 key stakeholders for construction 
organisations, before proposing a CSR indicator framework to allow organisations to identify 
those who impact upon their CSR (Zhao et al., 2012). Stakeholder theory was utilised in 
appendix 3.0 to better understand contractor and client CSR relationships. A stakeholder map 
was also undertaken as part of this literature review that can be seen in figure 7.0.  
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Figure 7.0 – WD stakeholder map 
 
 
Producing figure 7.0 helped identify WD’s key stakeholders Therefore, the relationships with 
each stakeholder that would be influenced by the development and operation of the social 
value measurement tool could be analysed. Consideration could also be given to each 
relationship to ensure each particular stakeholder’s needs and expectations are not 
overlooked.  
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2.12.2 Legitimacy Theory 
 
Legitimacy theory is a theoretical lens offering an explanatory insight into the actions and 
decisions of organisational actors motivated by legitimacy seeking behaviour (Duff, 2017). It 
is argued there are three broad types of legitimacy: pragmatic, moral and cognitive, each of 
which contains further sub-categories (Suchman, 1995). A breakdown of all types and sub-
categories can be seen in figure 8.0. 
 
Type of Legitimacy Sub-Category 
 
 
Pragmatic – This focusses on 
the practical consequences that 
arise from exchanges between 
organisations and stakeholders 
Exchange Legitimacy – This is where the organisation develops 
practices they believe will lead to legitimacy 
Influence Legitimacy – When stakeholders believe organisations are 
acting for wider societal interests and therefore being responsive to 
stakeholder demands 
Dispositional Legitimacy – When the organisation is perceived by 
stakeholders as having an image associated with genuine societal 
concern 
 
Moral – This is where the 
stakeholder(s) perceive an 
organisation to be 
fundamentally doing the right 
thing 
Consequential Legitimacy – Where organisations are judged by 
stakeholders on what they achieve 
Procedural Legitimacy – When an organisation adheres to socially 
accepted techniques and practices 
Structural Legitimacy – Refers to the perception of the hierarchal 
structure of an organisation and if its resources can achieve its goals 
Personal Legitimacy – Evaluations are made about those personally 
in charge of the organisation 
Cognitive – This is when 
stakeholders believe an 
organisation’s motivations 
mirror their own 
Comprehensibility – When the organisation purposefully structures 
itself in an understandable way to intended stakeholders 
Taken-for-granted – When stakeholders view the organisation as one 
of the only available to deliver the service they need 
 
Figure 8.0 – Categories of Legitimacy Theory 
 
As a theoretical lens, legitimacy theory can provide insight into how different types of 
legitimacy are sought by individuals and organisations from a variety of stakeholders (Duff, 
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2017). However, it is largely considered that organisations either attempt to gain a single type 
of legitimacy, or attempt to progress along a continuum from pragmatic to cognitive (Belal 
and Owen, 2015). It is also argued there are two different techniques organisations employ to 
be perceived as legitimate; symbolic legitimisation whereby an organisation demonstrates 
social expectations without actually changing their practices, and substantive legitimation 
where organisational practices are fundamentally altered (Belal and Owen, 2015).  
 
Several previous studies have however, failed to utilise the nuanced forms of legitimacy as 
identified by Suchman (1995) or the legitimation techniques as identified by Belal and Owen 
(2015), and have instead broadly referred to ‘legitimacy’ without considering its finer detail 
(see Thorne et al., 2014). Although studies that have considered such nuanced forms of 
legitimacy tend to conclude at the discovery of legitimacy seeking behaviour, such as CSR 
reporting, and whether or not such a behaviour successfully leads to the awarding of 
legitimacy (see Bachman and Ingenhoff, 2016). The impact such legitimacy seeking 
behaviours have upon the organisations who practice them once legitimacy is achieved 
therefore remains unexplored. Appendix 4.0 considers the use of legitimacy theory in more 
depth and reveals the CSR development and communication ramifications of client 
legitimacy considerations. The results of the research carried out for appendix 4.0 also serve 
to inform the development of the social value measurement tool by improving WD’s 
understanding of CSR and SV communication.  
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2.12.3 Sensemaking Theory  
 
Sensemaking is a theoretical concept that has been used to explain how individuals make 
sense of new information (Weick, 1995). It is essentially a cognitive process of seven key 
characteristics that individuals experience when they encounter change in the world (Golob et 
al., 2014). A summary of these characteristics can be seen in figure 9.0, with the concept 
explored in more detail in appendices 1.0 and 2.0.  
 
Stage Description 
Grounded in identity 
construction 
Future interpretations are governed by their previous experience 
and sense of identity (Ericson, 2001; Weick, 1995). 
Retrospective Concepts are not fully understood until they have been reflected 
upon (Seligman, 2006). 
Enactive of sensible 
environments 
The surrounding environment influences and contributes to how 
understandings are constructed (Seligman, 2006). 
Social Meanings are essentially socially constructed and therefore only 
individually accepted when widely agreed (Brown, 2000). 
Ongoing Making sense is a continuous process as individuals are always 
adding to and changing understandings (Weick, 1995). 
Extracted cues  Individuals receive cues from their environment to help them 
make sense of information and gain context (Seligman, 2006). 
Driven by plausibility 
over accuracy 
What sounds plausible can often be accepted as true (Brown, 
2000). 
 
Figure 9.0 – Characteristics of Sensemaking 
 
63 
 
It is argued that individuals use one or more stages of sensemaking when understanding new 
information, with the seven stages sometimes followed as a process (Weick, 1995). This 
process begins when an individual encounters change or attempts to understand new 
information (Bartunek et al., 2006; Van der Heijden et al., 2010) such as the introduction of 
CSR to an organisation. Therefore, adoption of sensemaking as a lens through which to 
understand how individuals make sense of CSR will assist the development of the social 
value measurement tool by ensuring the way in which social value is communicated can be 
successfully understood and made sense of by the intended audiences.  
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2.13 Summary 
 
This chapter provided a brief overview of the intersection of CSR, SV and construction 
management literature. The history of CSR is discussed, and the increasing importance of SV 
revealed. As the SVA now places a duty upon public clients to consider, during procurement, 
the SV contractors bring to projects, contractors are under intense pressure and scrutiny in the 
way they measure and communicate SV. Several measurement tools have been launched in 
an attempt to assist contractors. However, a review of all those available revealed none were 
found to suit the current needs of WD. Therefore, a bespoke social value measurement tool 
will need to be developed. Figure 10.0 however, highlights the underexplored areas in current 
research that will restrict the success of any such tool. These research gaps are explored in 
this research project in an effort to better inform the development of the social value 
measurement tool. This is an attempt to ensure the tool successfully meets all the needs of 
WD and the wider stakeholders and successfully measures and communicates SV. Next, the 
methods used to explore such research gaps are discussed.  
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Research Gap Appendix 
Nr 
Relevance of Potential Findings 
for Development of SV 
Measurement Tool 
What impact does the SVA have upon 
the responsible behaviours of 
contractors? 
 
3 
An awareness of how competitors may 
act due to the SVA will help WD use 
the measurement tool to evidence how 
they go beyond others 
What impact does the SVA have upon 
the intended beneficiaries of a 
contractor’s actions? 
 
3 
Better knowledge of the success and 
failures of the SVA will allow WD to 
proactively and better advise clients 
and illustrate how the measurement 
tool can meet their wider needs 
What are the CSR motivations of key 
actors in construction, and why is 
emphasis placed on some aspects of 
CSR over others in procurement? 
 
2 & 3 
Understanding client CSR motivations 
can help WD better satisfy client 
specific demands. The SV 
measurement tool can also be 
developed to meet any wider client 
needs that may not be currently known 
How can CSR and SV be specified 
and compared in procurement criteria 
when no widely agreed definitions 
exist?  
 
3 & 4 
Knowing how CSR is currently 
interpreted will help the tool to reach a 
definition of SV that can be widely 
accepted amongst diverse 
stakeholders, meeting all procurement 
requirements 
Can an agreed definition of SV be 
reached between stakeholders? 
 
2 & 4 
How can SV be rigorously measured 
and communicated to suit various 
stakeholder interpretations and needs? 
 
4 & 5 
Understanding how SV can be 
communicated will allow the tool to 
communicate SV effectively to meet 
all stakeholder needs. 
How can SV be rigorously measured 
in a way that results in a non-monetary 
output? 
 
5 & 6 
Understanding how SV can be 
measured will allow the tool to 
measure SV effectively to meet all 
stakeholder needs. 
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Why do the CSR strategies espoused 
by some contractors at management 
level not reflect the actions of staff at 
different hierarchal levels? 
1  
An awareness of what causes CSR 
strategies to fail will help WD 
improve their own CSR and identify 
potential issues to the successful 
implementation of the SV tool before 
they occur 
How is CSR / SV effectively 
communicated to stakeholders with 
different understandings and 
expectations? 
 
4 
Understanding how SV can be 
communicated will allow the tool to 
communicate SV effectively to meet 
all stakeholder needs. 
Do construction contractors 
symbolically or substantively report 
on CSR? How is such behaviour 
received by stakeholders? And what 
are the ramifications of this? 
 
4 
Knowing how competitors embrace 
CSR and the impact this has on 
stakeholders will allow WD to set 
themselves apart and ensure their 
practices are substantive.  
What is the impact of CSR reporting, 
as a legitimacy seeking behaviour, on 
the actions of contractors? 
 
4 
A greater awareness of CSR reporting 
can help WD excel in this area, 
ensuring they are aware of, and meet, 
all stakeholder needs, and that 
practices and reporting are closely 
linked.  
 
Figure 10.0 – Contemporary Research Gaps 
 
 
 
 
  
67 
 
3. Research Methodology 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the methodological considerations of the research. The selected 
research methods and justification of their use are also outlined, as are the methods used to 
analyse the research findings. Finally, the ethical considerations of the research project are 
discussed.   
 
3.2 Research Packages 
 
It is worth reiterating the research objectives here as they can be broadly separated into two 
different research packages. Whilst having the same ultimate aim, Research Package 1 and 2 
will require different methodological considerations that will result in the application of 
different research methods. Figure 11.0 illustrates the two Research Packages: 
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Figure 11.0 – Research Packages 
 
3.3 Methodological considerations 
 
It is important to identify the ontological and epistemological research positions as these 
underpin the research methodology and guide the adopted research strategy that ultimately 
determines the selection of research methods (Bryman, 2016; Cresswell, 2013). The research 
strategy can be considered as the general orientation of the social research to be conducted 
(Bryman, 2016). 
 
3.3.1 Ontology 
 
Ontology refers to the nature of reality (Bryman, 2016). It has been argued that at the centre 
of ontological assumptions is the question of whether “…social entities can and should be 
considered objective entities that have a reality external to social actors, or whether they can 
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and should be considered social constructions built up from the perceptions and actions of 
social actors.” (Bryman, 2016, p28). 
 
The two most dominant and opposing ontological positions are objectivism (realist) and 
constructivism (relativist). Objectivism arises from the natural sciences and implies that 
social phenomena have an existence independent from the understandings and agreements of 
social actors and operates on the belief that phenomena is fact based and derived from 
quantitative methods (Robson and McCartan, 2017). Constructivism refers to an 
understanding that meanings are socially constructed and agreed by actors, so therefore are 
subject to change and best understood through qualitative data (Bryman, 2016). A third 
ontological position that has emerged is a variant of the objectivist (realism) position called 
critical realism. Critical realism can be considered somewhat of a compromise between 
objectivism and constructivism and is of the view that objective reality exists external of 
social experience, but social experience both shapes, and is shaped by, objective reality 
(Babbie, 2016). 
 
Whilst many studies may adopt a critical realism perspective due to its compromising 
ontological nature, the adopted ontological position that underpins this research is one of 
constructivism (relativism) for Research Package 1, and objectivism (realist) for Research 
Package 2. 
 
It is argued that at its heart CSR is a relativist concept as debates around differing stakeholder 
interpretations have persisted since its modern day introduction that stem from CSR’s 
subjective nature (Carroll, 2015). Therefore, Research Package 1 considers CSR a relativist 
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concept and it is only by adopting a constructivist approach that research objectives 1, 2 and 
3 be fully realised. 
 
Research Package 2 however, considers CSR an objectivist concept. Objectivism is usually 
best approached through quantitative data as this allows trends to be identified and a robust 
analysis to occur (Bryman, 2016). The requirements of this research project are that CSR is 
engaged with in a practical and pragmatic way so that it can be agreed, measured and 
communicated. Therefore, only by RP2 considering CSR as an objectivist concept will the 
objectives be fulfilled and a social value measurement tool be developed that can capture key 
quantitative data.  
 
Whilst two differing ontological positions may appear to contradict one another, they actually 
serve to reinforce and complement each other. The assignment of quantitative numbers often 
requires qualitative observations on which to base them, and the use of qualitative 
observations can often be built upon quantitative foundations (Dieronitou, 2014). In this 
research project the qualitative insights drawn from the constructivist methodology of 
Research Package 1 will serve to inform the development of the quantitative social value 
measurement tool contained within Research Package 2. 
 
3.3.2 Epistemology 
 
Epistemology is concerned with the best methods of inquiry in reaching a level of acceptable 
knowledge regarding the social constructions of the world (Bryman, 2016). Two 
epistemological positions that can be considered at opposite ends of research inquiry are 
interpretivism, which is concerned with the subjective meaning of social action, and 
71 
 
positivism which objectifies knowledge and advocates methods applicable to the natural 
sciences be applied to the study of social reality (Cresswell, 2013).  
 
The epistemological stance that underpins Research Package 1 is that of interpretivism. This 
is where the subjective meaning of interpretations and understandings is sought, such as the 
CSR perspectives and opinions of different stakeholders. Research Package 2 however, 
adopts a positivistic stance as the research objectives contained within it are concerned with 
the gathering, measurement and comparison of factual data (Bryman, 2016).  
 
3.3.3 Inductive and deductive reasoning 
 
Inductive reasoning is an approach to social research concerned with developing theory, 
whilst deductive reasoning is concerned with theory testing and is described as the most 
common approach to research where the researcher draws on existing theory to deduce and 
test a hypothesis (Bryman, 2016). It is argued that inductive themes emerge from the data 
themselves whilst deductive themes are from the researcher’s theoretical stance (Gray, 2018). 
 
Research Package 1 and 2 consist of both deductive reasoning to examine current 
understandings and interpretations, and inductive reasoning to build upon the findings and 
generate new insights into concepts and behaviours. 
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3.3.4 Qualitative and quantitative methodologies 
 
A research methodology is the strategy that guides the selection of the research methods to 
ensure the research aim and objectives are achieved (Crotty, 2003). Qualitative research 
methods are concerned with exploring deeper meanings that cannot easily be expressed in 
numbers and figures whereas quantitative methods are more concerned with measuring 
phenomena and expressing findings in easily comparable data (Bryman, 2016).  
 
The methodological considerations determine either a qualitative or a quantitative approach 
(Dieronitou, 2014). In this research project both qualitative and quantitative methodologies 
are required, with the constructivist and interpretivist methodology of Research Package 1 
dictating the use of qualitative research methods, and the objectivist and positivism 
approaches of Research Package 2 requiring quantitative data to achieve the objectives set.  
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3.4 Research Methods 
 
Research methods are the techniques and instruments used for data collection (Bryman, 
2016). A qualitative research strategy advocates the use of several research methods that 
emphasise words and meanings over the quantification of data (Bryman, 2016). Typical 
qualitative research methods include the use of open-ended questionnaire and interview 
questions, observations, case studies and interpretations of audio and visual data (Cresswell, 
2013). Quantitative research methods however, focus on closed question interviews and 
questionnaires, and on using statistical and performance data (Cresswell, 2013). 
 
However, the line between qualitative and quantitative research is not distinct and there are 
arguments for how the characteristics of one research strategy can be shared and influenced 
by another (Bryman, 2016). This can result in studies adopting a mixed method approach in 
an attempt for either one method to inform the development of another, or for the use of both 
methods to gain different perspectives on the same issue (Bennett, 2015). The next section 
discusses the research methods deployed in this research project and the reasons for their 
selection. 
  
3.4.1 Literature Review 
 
A rigorous literature review is an essential foundation to research as it allows for an 
exploration of a subject’s history, which leads to the understanding of fundamental constructs 
and the exposing of gaps in contemporary arguments for further investigation (Fellows and 
Liu, 2015). The first step in a literature review is to identify the sources of potential material 
(Branley, 2012). In this research project an initial review of both contemporary and well 
referenced historic papers and textbooks was conducted that covered CSR, social impact and 
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the UK construction industry, as well as the subjects where these concepts intersected. Once 
the general literature review had been conducted, key arguments and debates were focused 
upon in detail and supplemented with new published research over the duration of the 
research programme, which helped define the research aim and objectives (Fellows and Liu, 
2015). Cresswell (2013) offers the following framework as guidance for how to conduct a 
literature review that was followed in this research project: 
 Identify key words and topics important to the subject under investigation 
 Search library catalogues and academic search engines for relevant articles and 
textbooks, and for links to further information.  
 Collate all useful textbooks and articles in a literature map – a method of grouping 
together sources of information under common headings. 
 Summarise the major themes, understandings and debates  
 
How the literature was then analysed is explored in section 3.4.5. However, once the 
literature had been collected and analysed, but before any interviews or questionnaires were 
collected, a process of sampling had to occur.  
 
3.4.2 Sampling 
 
As it can range from impractical to impossible to gain responses from an entire desired 
population a sample is selected to gain a representative understanding (Robson and 
McCartan, 2017). Sampling is therefore simply the selection of units for observation from a 
larger population, so that findings can be generalised to the population from which the units 
were selected (Babbie, 2016). Sampling methods usually fall within either probability 
samples, where each respondent’s probability of selection is known, or non-probability 
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samples, where each respondent’s probability of selection is not known (Robson and 
McCartan, 2017). An overview of the sampling techniques that fall within both probability 
and non-probability sampling can be seen in figure 12.0 derived from Robson and McCartan 
(2017).  
 
Probability Sampling Non-Probability Sampling 
Simple Random Sampling 
Selecting participants at random with all 
those within the sample having equal 
chance of selection. 
Quota Sampling 
The intention is to obtain participants who 
are representative of the build-up of the 
wider population. 
Systematic Sampling 
Usually requires a full list of the population 
and then every 'nth’ individual is selected. 
 
Convenience Sampling 
Selecting those nearest and most convenient 
for participation.  
 
Stratified Random Sampling 
Where the population is divided into groups 
and then random sampling occurs within 
each group. 
Purposive Sampling 
Participants are selected for the sample by 
the researcher because they satisfy the 
specific needs of the research.  
Cluster Sampling 
The population is divided into a number of 
‘clusters’. A cluster is then randomly chosen 
along with participants within the cluster. 
Snowball Sampling 
A suitable participant is identified who then 
identifies another suitable participant, and 
this pattern is repeated.  
 
Figure 12.0 – Sampling Techniques 
 
In this research project both probability and non-probability sampling techniques are used. 
The primary method of sampling for Research Package 1 was non-probability purposive 
sampling as this allowed respondents to be identified that would be most suited to inform the 
research (Bryman, 2016). In qualitative research it is often the researcher who is most 
informed about a specific problem or phenomena and through the purposeful selection of 
participants the phenomena can be better understood (Babbie, 2016). Participants were 
purposefully selected for their relevance to the research topic, so that selected interpretations 
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could be understood which would serve to inform the research aims and objectives (Bryman, 
2016). However, when a group of participants, or participant organisations were identified, 
and only a smaller sample of those was required for the research, probability sampling was 
employed in the form of stratified random sampling. This allowed for any participant from 
within the applicable participant group to be selected (Robson and McCartan, 2017). 
 
For Research Package 2 convenience sampling was employed as the testing and development 
of the social value measurement tool required piloting on current participants of WD’s CSR 
practices. From those participants convenient to be sampled, simple random sampling was 
utilised to select the ones to be contacted.  
 
3.4.3. Interviews 
 
Interviews are essentially conversations between two or more people (Byrne, 2012). In both 
Research Package 1 and 2 semi-structured interviews were selected as the optimum method 
of interviewing as they allowed for the interviews to be structured around the core areas of 
interest whilst allowing flexibility for unexpected avenues of applicable information to be 
pursued (Bryman 2016). Interviews are considered effective at understanding an individual’s 
interpretations and values to a depth that cannot be achieved through questionnaires whilst 
also approaching issues with sensitivity (Byrne, 2012). When compared to questionnaires 
interviews also allow for complex issues to be discussed, aspects to be elaborated upon if 
required, and can feel less of a chore for interviewees (Phellas et al., 2012). 
 
The interviews were conducted both face to face and over the telephone. The face to face 
interviews allowed for a more informal chat between the researcher and interviewee, and for 
non-verbal cues to be picked up that aided the understanding of responses (Robson and 
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McCartan 2017). The telephone interviews allowed for qualitative data to be gained whilst 
simultaneously empowering participants to respond from a comfortable setting (Cresswell, 
2013). The telephone interviews also allowed a wider geographical area to be covered and 
could help to remove any researcher bias by eliminating the opportunity for actions and 
mannerisms to influence interviewee responses (Phellas et al., 2012). The determining factor 
between whether telephone or face to face interviews was utilised was the timeframes 
associated with each interview required, the geographical location of the participant, and their 
willingness and preference towards either option. 
 
3.4.4 Questionnaires 
 
Questionnaires are research instruments containing a collection of questions purposefully 
designed to yield the required data from respondents (Babbie, 2016). They are largely 
administered for completion by the respondents themselves and so depend on a certain degree 
of understanding of the topic (Bryman, 2016). Often questionnaires are used to gain a 
minimum amount of data from the maximum sample possible in a standardised and easy to 
analyse form (Robson and McCartan, 2017). 
 
An advantage to the use of questionnaires is the anonymity of identifying individual 
respondents once results are collected and collated and therefore potentially embarrassing and 
confidential questions can be asked and answered with a minimal of human contact (Phellas 
et al., 2012). The potential number of recipients reached in a short time frame is also an 
advantage as once the questionnaire is produced and target audience identified distribution 
can be done quickly (Bryman, 2016). Questionnaires tend to ask mostly closed quantitative 
questions requiring minimal response time from each respondent, although open questions 
can be asked in an attempt to gain qualitative insights (Babbie, 2016). However, the inclusion 
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of open ended questions could potentially lead to lower return rates, and responses that may 
not be understandable or applicable when analysed (Bryman, 2016). Disadvantages of using 
questionnaires include whether respondents will actually answer the questions, if they will be 
truthful when answering, and if they understand what is being asked of them (Robson and 
McCartan, 2017). Response rates are also historically poor, but these could be improved by 
keeping the questionnaire short and simple (Phellas et al., 2012).  
 
Questionnaires were used in Research Package 2 as the social value measurement tool 
required by WD is essentially a questionnaire based method of gaining feedback and 
measuring the social value of CSR practices upon participants. A questionnaire was 
developed to capture such feedback that could be administered by a number of different 
people consistently and collect data that could then be easily collated and compared. The full 
use of all research methods can be seen in section 4.0. 
 
3.4.5 Research Analysis Methods 
 
Once data has been gained from the use of the selected research methods a process of 
analysis will need to occur to reveal the patterns, trends and findings discovered (Bryman, 
2016). The selected analysis methods are described below, and reasons for inclusion 
discussed.  
 
3.4.5.1 Screening literature sources 
 
Building upon the points raised by Cresswell (2013) regarding a framework for conducting a 
literature review, Gray (2018) outlines a method of managing the information discovered 
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which is to store the literature in a research log. This includes the title and author of the 
literature, any links to the source, the methods utilised, and a summary of the paper’s key 
findings, all categorised according to the main research theme (Gray, 2018). This then 
allowed patterns to be identified, research gaps to be established and both key and 
contemporary arguments to be understood, as well as research trends to be recognised.  
 
3.4.5.2. Narrative analysis 
 
A narrative analysis refers to the process of extracting information from stories in order to 
gain an insight into an individual’s motivations and understandings as it is argued such stories 
are the best way of accessing an individual’s knowledge (Sandelowski, 1991). It can be used 
to analyse texts or visual material and is a relatively new and an increasingly popular method 
of analysis within the social sciences (Griffin and May, 2012). Rather than reducing 
interview responses to quantitative variables, the process of narrative analysis summarises 
responses as a method of revealing an interviewees interpretation of certain phenomenon 
(Loosemore and Bridgeman, 2018). The summarised narratives can then be grouped together 
and compared to reveal understandings, similarities and inconsistencies of opinions across 
interviewees (Griffin and May, 2012). 
 
3.4.5.3 Thematic Analysis 
 
 
A thematic analysis is an analytical process that provides an interpretation of participant 
meanings and helps the researcher identify, analyse and understand patterns in qualitative 
data (Gray, 2018). The process of identifying themes is the first step that should be 
undertaken. However, there is not necessarily a correlation between how often a theme 
appears and how important it may be, but a theme becomes important if it identifies 
something of importance to the research question (Gray, 2018). Once themes have been 
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identified and the text analysed, a process of coding must occur whereby the themes are given 
specific codes to aid comparison and further analysis. According to (Gilbert and Stoneman, 
2016, p445) “…the ultimate purpose of coding is actually for the researcher to gain their 
own familiarisation and understanding of their raw data. For this reason, the term ‘coding’ 
should not be understood as a process that holds a prescriptive set of rules which a 
researcher must follow. Instead, it should be thought of as a stage in the research in which 
the researcher can start to explore and condense their data into manageable categories that 
allow the data to be understood in other ways than what has just been said or observed”. 
 
A well referenced approach to conducting thematic analyses by Braun and Clarke (2006, p93) 
can be seen in figure 13.0. This approach was also confirm by Bryman (2016) who outlines a 
thematic analysis that consists of a similar 6-stage process. 
 
Phase Process 
1. Familiarising yourself with your 
data 
Reading the data. Noting down initial ideas. 
2. Generating initial codes Systematically coding interesting features of the 
data. Collating data relevant to each code. 
3. Searching for themes Collating codes into themes and gathering all 
data relevant to each theme. 
4. Reviewing themes Checking the themes work in relation to the 
coded extracts, and the entire data set.  
Generating a thematic ‘map’ of the analysis. 
5. Defining and naming themes Ongoing analysis refining each theme, and the 
overall story the analysis tells. Generating clear 
definitions and names for each theme. 
6. Producing the report Selection of vivid, compelling extract examples. 
Producing a scholarly report of the analysis. 
 
Figure 13.0 – The phases of thematic analysis 
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3.4.5.4 Qualitative Content Analysis 
 
A content analysis is a method of analysing and quantifying text in a systematic and 
replicable manner to identify patterns and trends across several text based documents (Gray, 
2018). A Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) is a method of analysis that identifies and 
records selected key words, similar to that of a content analysis, and also provides an 
additional depth of understanding by recording the connotation and meaning of key words in 
addition to the number and location of their use (Lock and Seele, 2016).  
 
All words included in the QCA were derived from an initial review of the literature. The 
frequency each key word occurred was then recorded in a coding manual, a document that 
contains the key words recorded under various dimensions (i.e. the number of occurrences) 
(Bryman, 2016). The QCA was human led but exploited software for the counting of words 
(Lock and Seele, 2016) which consisted of using a desktop PDF based word finder. The 
coding manual then became a coding schedule, a document where all data associated with the 
key terms is recorded (Bryman, 2016). Once the connotations and context of each key word 
is then collated it can allow an exploration of any terminological trend use and add both 
texture and background to the understanding of the key words (Bennett, 2015).  
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3.5 Research Ethics 
 
Research ethics can be described as the moral values that guide research (Gray, 2018). Ethics 
are sometimes considered to play only a minor role in the research process, however ethical 
decision making is an important aspect and required at all stages of social research (Ali and 
Kelly, 2012). It can be taken for granted ethical practice occurs when set procedures are 
followed (Ali and Kelly, 2012), but it is argued that ethics extend beyond adoption of 
appropriate methods and procedures and often come down to conducting research in a 
morally responsible way (Gray, 2018). As part of all research undertaken at Loughborough 
University a guidance document has to be read and an ‘Ethical Clearance Checklist’ be 
completed prior to conducting any research so that the vulnerability and consent of human 
participants can be assessed (an example of which can be found in appendix 7.0). In the case 
of this research project all participants were over the age of 18 and the intentions of the 
research clearly explained before any data was obtained. All participants were made aware of 
their ability to decline to participate, or to withdraw at any time. Once collected all data was 
anonymised and stored confidentially with no way of identifying responses to any individual 
participant. It was only the opinions and interpretations of participants that were sought and 
individual questions could also be refused to be answered if desired.  
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3.6 Summary 
 
This chapter outlined the methodological considerations of the research project and the 
different ontological and epistemological standpoints that were adopted for each Research 
Package. The research strategy and methods employed were then discussed as were the data 
analysis methods utilised and the ethical considerations of the research. Next, the research 
undertaken is described.  
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4.0 Research Undertaken 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter outlines the research undertaken for each Research Package and how the project 
aim and objectives are achieved. A research development map is presented (figure 14.0) that 
provides an overview of the research undertaken and associated outputs. The taught element 
of the EngD is then discussed before a summary of the chapter presented.  
 
4.2 Research Packages 
 
Figure 11.0 is repeated below as each Research Package has its own methodological 
considerations resulting in different research methods being applied. However, far from such 
different approaches contradicting one another, the research undertaken for RP1 served to 
inform the development of RP2, and ultimately the achievement of the research aim. 
 
 
Figure 11.0 – Research Packages 
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4.3 Research Development Map 
 
Figure 14.0 below provides an overview of the research process that was undertaken, and 
illustrates the research method associated with each objective, and the resulting output. 
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4.4 Research Package 1 
 
4.4.1 Objective 1: Explore the conceptualisation and measurement of CSR. 
 
In order to satisfy the first objective an intensive literature review was conducted (a summary 
of which can be found in section 2.0). This allowed for a robust understanding of CSR to be 
gained and provided a foundation of knowledge upon which the achievement of the research 
objectives could be built. The literature review included covering the longstanding CSR and 
construction debates, such as the industries reluctance to embrace innovative practices 
(Farmer, 2016) and the continued growth in organisational and stakeholder importance placed 
upon CSR (Carroll, 2015). In addition, contemporary arguments were identified such as lack 
of a shared CSR understanding amongst stakeholders who each hold their own CSR 
interpretation (Barthorpe, 2010) and the increasing use of CSR as a procurement criterion 
(Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). Emerging areas of interest were also identified that include 
how a single CSR strategy can be communicated to and understood by numerous 
stakeholders (Michelon et al., 2015), how the introduction of the SVA is influencing how 
projects are being procured (Loosemore, 2016), and how the measurement of social value is 
increasing in importance to all organisations (Watson et al., 2016).  
 
The result of literature review also revealed that several social value measurement tools were 
currently available. However, from interviews conducted with key WD personnel from 
several hierarchal levels the benefits and drawbacks of each type of existing measurement 
tool was discussed with no single tool fulfilling all requirements. It was therefore decided that 
a bespoke social value measurement tool should be developed. One with a non-financial 
output. The name given to this tool was ‘mi|career’. 
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4.4.2 Objectives 2 & 3: Establish how CSR is communicated and understood in the construction 
industry, and; Examine how different stakeholder interpretations can be made to align. 
 
One output of objective 2 was paper 1: making sense of CSR: translation between setters, 
enforcers and enactors (appendix 1.0). This involved conducting interviews with staff 
members from the sponsoring organisation at three different hierarchal levels. All interview 
questions were developed and structured around the 7 characteristics of sensemaking so that 
it could be ascertained how the recipients made sense of and understood the concept of CSR. 
A copy of the questions asked can be found in appendix 8.0. In total 17 members of staff 
were interviewed, 2 strategy setters (top management level) 7 enforcers (middle management 
level) and 8 enactors (operational level staff). The average duration of each interview was an 
hour, all permissions were gained prior to the interviews starting and the participant’s 
anonymity assured. As the sponsoring organisation is national the interviews were nationwide 
and were conducted face to face which took considerable time and resources and were 
completed within a two month period due to the availability of participants. The purpose of 
the interviews was to explore how CSR is communicated internally within an organisation, as 
the literature showed that in some instances such communications could become ‘lost’, with 
the strategies set at management level not reflective of the practices at an operational level. 
Research was undertaken to explore if this phenomena occurred, and if so, how it could be 
avoided so that any strategies, benefits and instructions regarding mi|career could be 
successfully communicated throughout the sponsoring organisation. This would increase the 
likelihood mi|career being used effectively by all staff, and therefore have more chance of 
successfully contributing to the procurement needs of WD. 
 
An output of objective 3 was paper 2: Making sense of CSR in construction: do contractor 
and client perceptions align? (appendix 2.0). This also involved conducting interviews but 
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with key actors from both different construction contractors and public sector clients. A list 
of public clients was purposefully created by the researcher from an online search with those 
selected based on their relevance and involvement to CSR in the procurement of public sector 
construction works. Contractors were selected by their turnover with the top 20 also forming 
a list. From both these lists a process of random selection occurred with each organisation 
contacted for their willingness to participate in interviews. In total 14 interviews were 
conducted, 7 with different construction contractors and 7 with different public sector clients. 
These interviews were a mixture of face-to-face and telephone due to the availability and 
geographical spread of participants. The questions asked during the interview can be found in 
appendix 8.0. 
 
The purpose of the interviews was to compare and contrast the CSR interpretations of 
contractors and clients. The results served to inform the development of mi|career with 
findings including; attempts to reach a precise definition of CSR should be avoided as no 
party across the public procurement divide had a shared CSR understanding. The findings 
also made clear that any social value generated from the CSR practices undertaken would 
need to be clearly communicated to ensure maximum contractor organisational support. 
Utilising the theoretical lens of sensemaking also highlighted how individuals within 
different organisations made sense of CSR in unique ways that arguably led to the different 
interpretations that existed.  
 
A shared output of both objective 2 and objective 3 was paper 3: The influence of public 
sector procurement practice in shaping construction CSR (appendix 3.0). Once again this 
involved conducting interviews with key actors from both different construction contractors 
and public sector clients. In total 15 interviews were conducted, 7 with different construction 
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contractors and 8 with public sector clients, with the questions asked contained within 
appendix 8.0. Each organisation was initially contacted via email with the research project 
outlined and the interview topics presented. Each email was sent to a specifically identified 
individual, someone with responsibility for the setting of procurement strategies in public 
sector clients, and someone involved in either work wining or CSR for main contractors. 
Telephone interviews were utilised for all interviewees due to the wide geographical spread 
and research time restraints.   
 
The purpose of these interviews was to establish who are the stakeholders driving contactor 
and public client CSR behaviour, what impact do CSR regulation and procurement criteria 
have upon CSR behaviour, and what CSR identities do contractors and public clients have 
and why. By revealing such understandings, both client procurement needs, and how wider 
stakeholder desires are manifested in CSR agendas, can be better explored resulting in 
increased success with the development of mi|career. The social value measured and 
communicated by mi|career has the ultimate purpose of improving the CSR practices of WD. 
By better understanding client CSR needs, WD can tailor their CSR practices and ensure the 
value measured is what the client expects, and is communicated in a way the client desires.  
 
Finally, another output of both objective 2 and 3 was paper 4: Paradox and Legitimacy in 
construction: How CSR reports restrict CSR practice (appendix 4.0). This paper built upon 
the findings of papers 1-3 and considered how a single CSR communication is understood by 
multiple stakeholders. The impact such communications have upon the actions and 
behaviours of both contractors and public clients was then explored. Initially a Qualitative 
Content Analysis (QCA) was conducted of 100 CSR reports published by nine of the top 20 
contractors by turnover in 2016. The CSR reports were published between the years 2005 and 
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2017. Each contractor was selected from the top 20 contractors by turnover at random. 
Communications were considered a CSR report if they were different from the contractors’ 
annual report, if the content reported was more than the mandatory minimum required, and if 
the report focusses on social and environmental subjects (Thorne et al., 2014). The QCA 
utilised a PDF based word counter to count the number of times key words were repeated in 
each CSR report. In total 179 key words were searched for that derived from a review of the 
literature. The frequency each word occurred was logged in a coding manual, but with the 
addition of information such as the context of word use, the manual became a coding 
schedule (Bryman, 2016). Findings from the QCA then informed the use of semi-structured 
telephone interviews (appendix 8.0) that were conducted with 8 public clients and 9 UK 
based contractors. The key words used and the context they were used in was then assigned a 
code based on the categories and sub-categories of legitimacy theory. An exercise then 
occurred to collate, compare and analyse the use of key words, and the type of legitimacy that 
had been sought and afforded.  
 
The satisfaction of objectives 1, 2 and 3 resulted in the need for a bespoke social value 
measurement tool that would be called ‘mi|career’, and four paper publications (appendices 
1.0 – 4.0). All the understandings gained served to inform the development of mi|career so 
that it could be embraced and utilised by WD to maximum positive effect, and meet the needs 
of all stakeholders involved. Figure 15.0 illustrates how the key findings of RP1 served to 
inform RP2. 
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Figure 15.0 – The Development of RP1 and RP2
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4.5 Research Package 2 
 
4.5.1 Objective 4 & 5: Develop and/or operationalise a tool to measure the impacts of WD’s CSR, 
and; Deploy and test the tool and communicate the results. 
 
Initially a comparison of existing social value measurement tools was conducted (figure 5.0) 
that was then discussed with WD staff members of different hierarchal levels to gauge their 
feedback on each tool, and which features they liked and disliked. During such interviews the 
needs of each staff member was also gauged in relation to what their expectations and desires 
of such a tool were. The interviews were conducted face to face and the participants 
purposefully selected as individuals who could offer the most insight as they either set 
company CSR strategies, agreed CSR goals with clients, or delivered upon the CSR goals set 
with their daily practices and responsibilities. In total 20 staff interviews were conducted with 
each one lasting on average forty-five minutes. Six interviews were also conducted with 
public sector clients who were recommended by WD and were described as being at the 
forefront of social value procurement criteria and measurement requirements.  
 
The results of the interviews were then coded. The codes used were key requirements of any 
potential social value measurement tool that emerged from the interviews. This allowed the 
responses to be assigned into categories so the key requirements of a tool could be easily 
identified. Once a list of key requirements was created for the development of the tool, a 
name was assigned – ‘mi|career’. The name was selected as it maintained existing branding 
of innovative projects WD had previously launched yet was specific to the concept of SV.  
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From the list of measurement tool requirements, and the applicable features of existing social 
value measurement tools, the design of a tool began to take shape and was initially developed 
by the researcher using Microsoft Excel. These sources of information initially served as the 
verification for the development of mi|career showing that the tool itself was built directly 
from both the requirements and feedback of stakeholders and insight gained from the 
literature. It was determined that mi|career should be a form of questionnaire WD staff could 
administer. As a nationwide organisation mi|career would be distributed by a variety of 
different staff and so there was a need to ensure the collection of social value data remain 
consistent. A copy of this tool can be seen in appendix 5.0. This input from WD staff allowed 
the features of mi|career to be developed to suit their needs, and would encourage usage of 
the finished product. As mi|career would be delivered by WD staff after the EngD project had 
finished, it was imperative that mi|career was easy to use, familiar, and met the requirements 
of all stakeholders.   
 
Based on the interviews a non-financial measurement tool was required. The Microsoft Excel 
version of mi|career offered 82 questions to be selected by the WD staff member from 22 
different categories. These categories and questions were largely determined from the ONS 
Wellbeing Survey as the survey was nationally recognised, and used established metrics and 
measurement categories, as well as the social value elements the WD CSR practices intended 
to improve, and those elements clients desired enhancing. Most results from mi|career could 
then be compared with national averages. By putting an ‘x’ next to the desired question, the 
Excel document could then filter out all the questions that were not required, allowing the 
user to tailor the questions mi|career would ask to each intended participant. The questions 
that were selected would then form a single sheet of A4 that could be printed and handed to 
participants to complete after CSR practices. Initially the questionnaire could be tailored to 
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any CSR practice WD were undertaking by the selection of the relevant and applicable 
questions.  
 
Mi|career involved participants then completing this set of questions manually and returning 
the completed forms to the WD employee. Mi|career asked participants to rate themselves on 
a Likert scale of 1-5 regarding their ability and knowledge, with 5 indicating they felt they 
had the highest experience, ability and knowledge and 1 that their experience, ability and 
knowledge required improvement. Again this was similar to the ONS Wellbeing survey 
whereby questions on topics such as ‘life satisfaction’, ‘happiness’ and ‘anxiety’ were asked 
to be rated on a scale of 1-10. The ONS survey was used as a template as it received positive 
feedback during the interviews and is an existing well-established collection of impact data 
(Dolan and Metcalfe, 2012). The questions asked included intrinsic focused questions on 
concepts such as confidence and extrinsic focussed questions on concepts including 
qualifications gained, as well as focussing on both soft skills such as communication ability 
and hard skills such as technical knowledge (Loosemore and Bridgeman, 2018). Initially two 
mi|career questionnaires were produced, one to give to participants at the start of the CSR 
activity, the other for them to complete at the end. The results would then be compared by 
WD and plotted on a graph (figure 16.0) to illustrate any positive (or negative) changes that 
may have occurred – evidencing the social value the activity has achieved.  
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Figure 16.0 – Social Value Graph 
 
As the mi|career questionnaires were initially distributed, collected and collated by the 
researcher it became apparent that most participants were scoring themselves highly on the 
first questionnaire, and so could not improve upon their initial score at the end. This was 
possibly due to ineffective CSR practices. However, in order to establish if this was the case, 
interviews were conducted with 5 participants of a WD work experience programme after 
they had completed the initial mi|career questionnaire. A system of purposeful and 
convenience sampling was undertaken to identify the participants, who were about to 
commence work experience with WD. All the participants were aged between 18-21 and 
were currently unemployed. The interviews revealed that participants purposefully 
‘overestimated’ their ability by completing a higher score as they wanted to be seen to have 
knowledge and competence of the subject asked, even if this was not the case. This was 
despite being told before the completion of mi|career that the results were to monitor the 
effectiveness of the programme and not the participants’ current ability. It was therefore 
decided that the mi|career questionnaires would be combined and participants would be asked 
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to rate both their ‘before’ and ‘after’ levels at the same time, at the end of the CSR activity. 
Therefore, participants could reflect at the end on what they had learnt and the results would 
more accurately reveal any improvement the CSR activity had made. It was found that the 
results of this approach better illustrated the differences between the ‘before’ and ‘after’ 
questions asked. 
 
The results graph that was produced after the completion of mi|career was also of benefit to 
WD management as it was deemed an innovative way to portray the positive impacts of their 
CSR practices. Clients were also highly receptive to how mi|career worked, and the graphic 
output of results achieved widespread praise from clients when reported back to the 
researcher from different WD staff members.  
 
Mi|career was initially piloted with 3 WD staff members on 3 different CSR practices; a work 
experience cohort, a litter pick of a canal, and a college based construction experience week. 
Each WD staff member was tasked with delivering mi|career and collating the results but the 
researcher supervised the use of mi|career on all three activities. After the completion of all 
three activities interview were held with each WD staff member to gain feedback before 
mi|career was rolled out nationwide and all WD Community Managers were asked to use the 
tool on all their current and future CSR practices. Monthly meetings were held where all 
Community Managers spoke about their current activities and shared ideas, lessons learnt and 
best practices. The researcher attended all of these meetings and each month an item on the 
agenda was an update on current mi|career usage. This was an opportunity for all Community 
Managers to offer feedback and provide results that could be centrally collated to show the 
wider social value created by all WD CSR practices. 
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The Microsoft Excel version of mi|career was deemed a success and so a budget was 
sanctioned to develop mi|career into an online system that could be delivered to participants 
via email and would collate the results centrally saving Community Manager time. The time 
involved in printing, collecting and collating the Excel version was reported as the biggest 
hindrance to wide scale adoption. It was decided that due to WD’s CSR activities focussing 
predominantly on work experience and apprenticeships, that the online version of mi|career 
would be tailored to these practices, which would save the Community Manager further time 
in that they wouldn’t need to filter the questions, with the ones applicable to those type of 
CSR practices pre-set. A team was created to develop mi|career which consisted of the 
researcher leading the social value measurement aspects, an IT manager who was in charge 
of the interface with existing WD IT systems and the correct and confidential storage of any 
personal contact details of the participants, and a third party software development company. 
It was decided that the online mi|career would also focus solely upon work experience and 
apprentice participants in the first instance as apprentices are arguably one of the immediate 
recipients of contractors CSR (Morton et al 2011) and represent the single largest cohort of 
WD CSR practice recipients each year. In 2015/16 the UK Government reported that the 
construction industry hired approximately 21,000 apprentices (Mirza-Davies 2016). 
Appendix 6.0 shows screenshots of mi|career for both WD staff and participants. The 
feedback from Community Managers during the monthly meetings also included that there 
was a need to capture longer term social value. Mi|career allowed this to happen by similar 
impact questions being asked 6 months after the completion of the CSR practice. There was 
therefore a need for the participants to remain engaged with mi|career after they had 
completed their initial CSR activity. 
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A final round of interviews was conducted with CSR participants, who once again were 
selected via convenience and purposive sampling methods. Four interviews were conducted 
with each lasting on average 45 minutes. These interviews revealed that participants would be 
more inclined to use mi|career after the completion of their CSR activity if mi|career had a 
wider use. Ideas were brainstormed and it was decided based on the findings of the interviews 
that mi|career would also hold descriptions of information on each role within construction 
and links to training, education and construction knowledge videos and online content for 
further information. In order to keep such content current and relevant it would be open to all 
WD staff members who could edit and update any item. Mi|career allowed the WD staff 
member to complete the participants start and finish dates, business unit, and then invite a 
participant via creating an account with an email address. The participant would be emailed 
an invite with a link that allowed them to set a password and select their age and sex if they 
wanted. Once they accessed mi|career all the features would be available to use indefinitely. 
On their last day of work experience / apprenticeship a questionnaire would be available once 
they logged into mi|career. This is the social value questionnaire that asks them to rate 
themselves across several areas with a score of 1-5 for both their ‘before’ and ‘after’ abilities. 
This questionnaire is also then be repeated when the participant logs into mi|career 6 months 
after the completion of the initial activity. Figure 17.0 shows the timescales involved in the 
development and delivery of mi|career. The impact data is then automatically collated and 
WD staff members can log in and see it per participant, or have the software automatically 
calculate an average based on the selected search parameters, such as age range, sex, business 
unit, start date, completion date, geographical location and CSR activity type. 
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Figure 17.0 – Mi|career Development Programme 
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Mi|career is currently widely used across WD, and the results have appeared in several of 
their national CSR communications, as well as numerous bids for future projects and 
frameworks. WD now has the opportunity to expand the remaining elements of the Microsoft 
Excel version of mi|career so an online version can be developed that measures the additional 
CSR practices WD undertake, in addition to work experience and apprenticeships.  
 
4.6 Taught Element 
 
To complete the EngD several post-graduate taught modules are required to be completed. 
The modules completed and results achieved can be seen in figure 18.0. 
 
Taught Module Title Grade Achieved 
Management and Professional 
Development 1 (15 credits) 
86% 
Research and Communication (90 credits) 78% 
Management and Professional 
Development 2 (15 credits) 
82% 
EngD Short Project (15 credits) 72% 
 
Figure 18.0 – Taught module results 
 
The researcher also attended a number of different academic and industrial courses and 
conferences to develop general and specific abilities, maintain a high level of personal 
understanding, and remain informed of the latest developments and thinking.  
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4.7 Summary 
 
This chapter presented the actions that were undertaken by the researcher in satisfaction of 
the research objectives. Each Research Package is discussed in turn, with the applicable 
research objectives contained within each Research Package. The actions carried out in 
Research Package 1 resulted in the achievement of objectives 1, 2 and 3, and led to the 
publication of 4 peer reviewed research papers (appendices 1.0 – 4.0). The achievement of 
these objectives served to inform the development and achievement of objectives 4 and 5 that 
are contained within Research Package 2. Research Package 2 led to the development and 
launch of a social value measurement tool that is currently being widely used within WD 
called mi|career. Next, the research findings are discussed before the conclusions of the 
research project are presented. 
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5.0 Findings and Discussion 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
The following chapter presents the key findings of the research. The chapter is structured by 
addressing each finding in turn, and then discussing how each finding influenced the wider 
research project and the key lessons that were learnt.  
 
5.1.1 The inconsistent internal communication of a CSR strategy (paper 1 - appendix 1.0) 
 
The interviews revealed that as you moved down the organisational hierarchy, the depth of 
knowledge and understanding of a CSR strategy reduced. It was found that inconsistent and 
piecemeal delivery of the strategy occurred if the communication preference of the individual 
receiving the strategy was not met. Figure 19.0 represents the structure of WD when 
compared to the depth of knowledge and CSR strategy understanding.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 19.0 – The depth of CSR strategy understanding 
 
It was revealed that this reduction in knowledge as you moved down the hierarchy led to 
those at an operational level only being aware of how the strategy immediately impacted their 
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duties. This then resulted in feelings of professional isolation, of being unsupported, and of 
general dissatisfaction. This finding goes some way to address the research gap identified in 
why do the CSR strategies espoused by some organisations not mirror the practices that are 
enacted at an operational level (Murray and Dainty, 2009).   
 
The key lessons learnt from this finding was an increased awareness of the ramifications of 
not meeting staff communication preferences. Such ramifications included that the success of 
a CSR strategy was ultimately disadvantaged as those tasked with delivering the strategy 
didn’t feel empowered and knowledgeable enough to do so to a high standard. Arguably, the 
success of a CSR strategy depends upon those who are tasked with actually delivering it at an 
operational level. In order for those employees to successfully deliver the CSR strategy they 
need to be fully enthused and have a thorough understanding of the strategy’s wider 
implications. This is of paramount importance for the development of mi|career as it is 
operational staff who will be using the tool and so its successful implementation will depend 
on their product and strategy knowledge. The staff benefits of mi|career will need to be 
clearly communicated, and any social value that is measured will have to be in an easy to 
communicate and understand format. This finding influenced the development of mi|career as 
it was ensured the launch of the tool was accompanied by user guides, face to face meetings 
to explain how it operated and why, and what the direct and indirect benefits of mi|career 
usage would be for all staff. This finding helped partially satisfy objectives 1 and 2. 
 
5.1.2 The mechanisms for feedback (paper 1 – appendix 1.0) 
 
Another key research finding was that whilst emphasis was placed on how the CSR strategy 
was communicated down the hierarchy, the ‘upwards’ communication was almost non-
existent. Both operational and middle management staff felt they were unable to provide 
104 
 
feedback to those above them in the organisational hierarchy. This resulted in missed 
opportunities for capturing feedback on how the CSR strategy could be improved which 
therefore ultimately led to a less successful CSR strategy overall. Whilst this didn’t occur 
with all strategies within the organisation, in this instance the lack of a mechanism to capture 
feedback resulted from time pressures faced by staff. It was found that the lack of capturing 
any feedback contributed to feelings of professional isolation and ultimately negatively 
impacted upon the CSR strategy itself as potential opportunities for improvement offered by 
those who delivered the strategy on a daily basis were routinely missed. This finding further 
contributes to addressing to research gap of why some CSR strategies espoused by 
organisations do not mirror the practices enacted at an operational level (Murray and Dainty 
2009) and contribute towards achieving objectives 1 and 2. 
 
The key lesson learnt from this finding is that how feedback from the delivery of a CSR 
strategy is captured is as important as how the strategy is disseminated down the 
organisational hierarchy. Arguably capturing such feedback is important in the strategy’s 
success and allows voices to be heard and therefore improvements to be made. In this 
instance a regular segment at a monthly meeting was allocated to specifically discuss 
mi|career and allowed the staff members who operationalised the tool on a weekly basis to 
report back any issues directly to a management member of staff who had responsibility for 
setting the CSR strategies.  
 
5.1.3 The differing levels of organisational support for CSR (paper 2 – appendix 2.0) 
 
The interviews with UK construction contractors and public body clients confirmed all 
parties believed CSR was increasing in importance for both their individual organisation and 
the UK construction industry as a whole. However, most felt underprepared and behind other 
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organisations when it came to the efficiency and effectiveness of their own CSR practices. 
One noticeable difference that emerged was there existed a relatively clear distinction 
between the levels of organisational support and enthusiasm for CSR from contractors and 
clients. It was found that the contractor approach to CSR was generally driven by a few select 
individuals with the majority of employees either unware of their organisations wider CSR 
strategies and practices or unwilling to become involved as they saw them as additional to 
their day-to-day job responsibilities. However, public body clients generally reported a large 
amount of CSR support and awareness across all their staff members. 
 
This is an important finding as it revealed a more dedicated approach to CSR by clients; and 
therefore presents an opportunity for contractors to mirror this approach and distinguish 
themselves from competitors. This could be of benefit to WD as having full organisational 
support for CSR can arguably improve their delivery of CSR practices potentially increasing 
successful procurement opportunities. This finding helped address gaps in current 
understandings around why CSR is increasing as a procurement criterion (Correia et al., 
2013) and add to the understanding of how organisations can potentially use CSR to increase 
their chances of successful procurement (Loosemore 2016), as well as help achieve 
objectives 1 and 3. 
 
5.1.4 Client and contractor CSR identities (paper 2 – appendix 2.0) 
 
The interviews revealed that due to their areas of operation contractors had a national identity 
whereas clients all had local identities. This resulted in differing approaches to what was 
considered ‘applicable’ CSR by the different parties. When communicating their CSR 
practices contractors happily discussed what they were doing in all different business units 
located throughout the UK. This was in contrast to what most public body clients wanted to 
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see, as they felt the only CSR practices that were ‘applicable’ to them were those that 
occurred within their geographical remit. This led to a difference in understanding as 
contractors often promoted their national CSR practices, driven by national identities, to 
clients during procurement who were mostly interested in what local benefits can be 
achieved. Whilst clients did report national practices were of interest, they scored more 
highly those who communicated local CSR practices.  
 
When the interview results were considered through the lens of sensemaking theory it was 
also revealed that clients made sense of CSR using predominately the ‘social’, ‘ongoing’ and 
‘enactive of sensible environments’ characteristics. This is evidenced by the supportive 
environments in which clients work, and the fact that many saw CSR as a phenomenon that 
could change and evolve over time. Contractors however, can be described as interpreting 
CSR from more of a static viewpoint rather than having an ‘ongoing’ understanding. This 
results in the initial CSR interpretations made by contactors remaining the same over time 
with a reluctance to change. Whereas clients’ interpretations of CSR were much more fluid 
and therefore receptive to change based on emerging needs and priorities. This potentially left 
contractors at risk of having outdated and reactive CSR practices that didn’t fit client needs. 
Such findings helped address gaps in current understanding such as why there is a disconnect 
between different stakeholder CSR views in the construction industry (Barthorpe, 2010) and 
go some way to explaining how this disconnect can be resolved. This finding also helped 
satisfy objectives 1 and 3. 
 
The key lessons learnt for WD was that they need to consider CSR from both a national and 
local perspective, and be aware that clients prioritise local CSR and so a focus upon this will 
undoubtedly assist successful procurement opportunities. WD should also be aware that CSR 
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interpretations need to be able to change, and that by having a flexible CSR understanding 
they will be ahead of competitors who are restricted by their rigid and static CSR approaches 
that potentially limit both the positive impacts their practices have and the success they 
experience in closely meeting client needs. For the development of mi|career this finding led 
to the social value measured being able to be categorised on both a national and local basis, 
with the social value data being able to be filtered by the location it was achieved. For the 
Scape tender return this was also an important finding as the researchers input included 
ensuring all information presented showcased both the local and national approaches taken, 
and how practices developed in one location could also be utilised in another.  
 
5.1.5 Procurement as a vehicle for CSR (paper 3 – appendix 3.0) 
 
The interviews revealed that a difference in interpretation over CSR was not only evident 
between contractors and public clients, but also between individual contractors and individual 
clients. However, one aspect all clients had in common is that they viewed procurement as 
the ideal vehicle through which to achieve their CSR agendas. This confirmed findings in the 
literature (Correia et al., 2013), however the research went further to explore why pubic 
clients use procurement to drive CSR, and what motivations them to do so. The findings 
revealed that clients viewed procurement as the opportunity to use the resources of one 
stakeholder to satisfy the demands of another. This could include for example, using the staff 
of a contractor to train and hire unemployed residents in a community within the client’s 
geographical remit.  
 
When the Social Value Act was discussed with clients, they all stated they were using it to 
enforce different levels of CSR practices in the contracts they award, with one client 
describing the Act as almost like a stick to ensure contractors comply with their CSR 
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requirements if the carrot of procurement does not work. This is a key lesson for WD as it 
may be potentially problematic when working for several different public sector clients’ as 
they will be faced with trying to satisfy all client CSR demands simultaneously. WD will 
need to ensure they understand the wider stakeholder demands of clients, as it is these 
demands that clients will want satisfied. By having an appreciation of the demands clients 
face WD can be better placed to meet these needs during procurement, which is the vehicle of 
choice for public clients to ensure the needs of their different stakeholders are met. 
 
Interestingly, most clients already had ideas regarding what type of CSR practices they 
required, and simply wanted contractors to provide the resources. However, some clients did 
want contractors to take more of a leadership approach and propose their own ideas to meet 
the client’s CSR needs. However, contractors often viewed clients as not knowing what CSR 
assistance they needed and saw themselves in an advisory capacity to inform clients which 
CSR practices would be most effective and what societal problems should be tackled. WD 
should be aware that each client will require a different approach to meeting their CSR needs, 
with some wanting simply resources, and others a more holistic approach. For the 
development of mi|career this will mean ensuring the metrics used will be broad enough to 
effectively measure the social value of a variety of CSR practices. This finding assisted the 
achievement of objectives 2 and 3. 
  
5.1.6 The unintended consequences of CSR procurement (paper 3 – appendix 3.0) 
 
One unexplored area within current research is what impact increased CSR procurement has 
upon contractor behaviour. Whilst it might be easy to conclude that procurement increases 
contractor CSR behaviours, there is a gap in current research exploring if this is correct. 
When asked why they introduced CSR criteria in procurement, clients, perhaps 
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unsurprisingly, all responded it was in an attempt to encourage contractor CSR and maximise 
the benefit of every pound spent. All public clients also believed that contractors should be 
conducting philanthropic practices in addition to any specific CSR practices used in 
procurement. The clients all felt that such CSR encouragement (via procurement) was the 
ideal way in which to help contractors reach the philanthropic level. When Carroll’s CSR 
pyramid (figure 2.0) was then discussed with contractors, they all reported they would place 
their own organisational behaviours at the philanthropic level.  
 
Figure 2.0 – Carroll’s CSR pyramid 
 
Interestingly the interviews revealed that the more CSR criterion clients introduce in 
procurement, the less likely contractors are to engage in CSR for purely philanthropic 
reasons. It appears if contractors are using all their resources to meet client CSR procurement 
needs, and such needs increase, contractor CSR practices become increasingly restricted to 
those that increase FP.  
 
Therefore it could be argued that the more actions clients take to encourage contractor CSR 
practice, the more contractors are forced to only engage with the CSR practices that achieve 
the ‘economic’ and ‘legal’ levels of Carroll’s CSR pyramid. Contractors however, argued that 
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they undertook CSR practices from a philanthropic standpoint, but in practice they appear to 
be hindered from achieving such a level on the CSR pyramid due to the unintended 
consequences of client procurement behaviour. Such a finding adds insight to a previously 
underexplored area and reveals that efforts to increase organisational CSR through increased 
procurement may actually restrict development of philanthropic CSR. This may prevent 
organisations supporting causes that they feel more closely aligned to, or those they feel they 
can make the biggest impact on given the skillset and geography of the workforce. This 
finding, whilst satisfying objectives 2 and 3, also potentially means that those communities 
that do not have a strong public body representing their interests, or a pubic body without the 
funds to procure construction projects may not receive any private sector CSR benefits. 
 
For WD, this is a key lesson to be aware of as if competitors are perceived to be only engaged 
in CSR for commercial gains, clients may be less likely to procure their services. This 
potentially provides a great opportunity for WD to position themselves as an organisation that 
embraces philanthropic activity, which somewhat paradoxically, may lead to WD to have an 
increased success in procurement. This finding is also of interest to public bodies as they will 
need to be aware of any negative ramifications the introduction of CSR procurement criteria 
may have, and also that public bodies who insist all CSR practices are local to their region 
may be inadvertently disadvantaging regions that already have fewer capital and resources.   
  
5.1.7 The legitimacy of CSR communications (paper 4 – appendix 4.0) 
 
The literature argued that organisations report on CSR to be perceived as legitimate in the 
eyes of stakeholders (Duff, 2017). However, such studies stop at the discovery of legitimacy 
seeking behaviour, failing to explore the ramifications of such legitimacy seeking behaviour 
on organisations, and failing to understand that once considered legitimate, what, if any, 
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changes occur to organisational behaviours. The interviews with clients confirmed that 
contractors who published CSR reports were in fact perceived as legitimate.   
 
Interestingly however, clients failed to distinguish between any reports that symbolically or 
substantively engaged with CSR. Therefore, those organisations that substantively engage are 
at risk of potentially losing out. They may be forced to obfuscate any substantive engagement 
in order to be perceived as legitimate by stakeholders. Conversely, those contractors who 
only symbolically engage are then able to masquerade as those who substantively engage and 
receive the same legitimacy benefits. This insight builds substantially on current 
understandings and looks beyond the simple awarding of legitimacy, to what the 
ramifications are when clients perceive organisations as legitimate with little consideration 
and fail to distinguish between those who substantively and symbolically engage. Such an 
approach from clients could ultimately serve to limit what can be achieved in the name of 
CSR, as arguably why would those who substantively engage continue to do so when more 
resources are required than to simply symbolically engage, yet the same legitimacy benefits 
are available. This finding helps achieve objectives 1, 2 and 3. 
 
For WD the key lesson from this finding reinforces this EngD and the development of 
mi|career. If WD want to continue substantively engaging with CSR, they should devise ways 
in which substantive CSR behaviour can be evidenced, such as the measurement and 
communication of the social value that arises from their CSR practices. This would help 
distinguish them from competitors and arguably result in clients reassessing how they 
perceive contractors as legitimate. Mi|career can be the evidence WD need to show they 
substantively engage with CSR and are serious about improving the social value they 
generate for the benefits of clients and wider society.   
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5.1.8 Ambiguous CSR communication (paper 4 – appendix 4.0) 
 
The Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) of 100 CSR reports from nine UK contractors 
published between 2005 and 2017 found that largely the same terminology had been used by 
all contractors across all years to discuss CSR. An example of this can be seen in figure 20.0. 
 
The QCA also found that even when the same terms have been used across different years, 
the context and connotations of their use differed. One example of this is the word 
‘sustainability’ which is used in one 2014 CSR report to discuss environmental issues such as 
energy efficiency and procuring responsibly sourced materials. Yet in another 2014 report is 
used to discuss local communities and social regeneration. This was not overly surprising 
given that terms such as CSR and sustainability mean different things to different people 
(Barthorpe, 2010). However, somewhat surprisingly the QCA also revealed that some terms 
actually mean different things to the same contractor. One example of this is again with the 
word ‘sustainability’. In 2008, one contractor used the term to describe their carbon footprint 
as well as ethical and profitable business growth. However, in 2012 the same contractor used 
the term to include wider environmental and societal issues, and in 2014 expanded the term 
further still to include wider business practices, energy efficiency, staff progression, supply 
chain upskilling and building strong stakeholder relationships.  
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  2007 2010 2014 
Accident* 27 13 21 1 NA 13 NA 11 NA 1 5 33 1 19 15 0 4 7 0 2 9 5 32 24 3 15 11 
Carbon* 11 3 22 1   9   0   14 39 124 15 22 37 16 24 16 6 4 28 21 18 25 33 15 3 
Climate change 13 0 10 0   3   0   3 8 7 0 0 4 0 7 1 2 2 3 1 0 2 2 4 0 
Code of practice* 4 3 9 4   4   2   1 11 46 0 13 5 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 11 10 2 2 0 
Community 26 12 17 27   1   4   21 12 27 23 22 4 5 17 10 8 9 18 15 14 25 34 19 17 
Construction 24 22 113 14   35   11   12 22 232 28 47 33 6 46 13 2 14 40 33 30 67 36 31 15 
CSR 16 11 30 10   3   2   2 3 44 17 10 0 0 9 9 0 0 1 38 0 2 0 0 2 
Employees* 47 41 104 25   23   25   6 45 140 34 59 5 2 15 64 3 30 52 36 128 89 29 51 47 
Energy 22 2 69 1   23   0   8 36 125 1 7 41 21 10 10 0 6 23 11 12 36 62 7 7 
Environment* 53 53 84 27   41   28   19 49 95 20 53 21 3 28 47 4 12 21 42 40 44 18 18 12 
Ethical 10 5 1 0   3   0   1 18 4 3 6 12 0 0 7 5 0 0 3 7 50 2 0 1 
Leadership 6 2 1 4   8   5   1 22 1 5 12 11 2 10 4 2 4 3 3 27 46 4 6 4 
Local 14 13 22 13   19   1   5 23 34 6 10 5 2 14 5 6 33 30 20 12 19 24 8 7 
Working 
together* 17 22 10 2   5   3   11 14 70 6 14 2 3 17 7 8 27 18 22 22 19 12 31 12 
Plan 27 5 38 4   1   6   3 27 37 8 10 13 3 12 3 0 4 7 9 10 21 9 8 15 
Recycling 16 5 6 1   6   0   1 20 16 6 5 3 0 1 5 0 2 4 9 6 3 6 3 3 
Safety 38 48 86 10   26   36   6 34 123 28 38 36 4 5 43 2 24 4 17 54 68 13 46 20 
Sustainability* 139 11 97 18   31   3   37 192 256 8 21 27 13 60 15 34 25 52 48 32 28 78 32 44 
Training 30 18 15 17   16   13   6 17 52 14 25 6 3 10 11 1 14 16 17 29 21 21 25 24 
Values 24 4 2 5   3   7   6 31 53 3 6 1 1 8 12 2 10 4 22 16 36 23 7 6 
Waste 20 8 23 3   1   0   11 30 91 25 16 6 3 8 13 6 12 41 30 15 19 29 13 5 
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* Includes associated words 
NA = No report produced by contractor in period 
Figure 20.0 – Terminology trends 
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The findings confirmed ideas in the literature that the lens of Strategic Ambiguity (SA) could 
be used to understand how a single CSR communication could be simultaneously understood 
by disparate stakeholders (Fernando and Sim, 2011). The interviews then confirmed such SA 
use allowed each stakeholder to reach their own understanding of CSR and SV. This 
confirmed findings in the literature that SA; 1) allowed diverse opinions – in the form of 
different contractors using the same terms for different activities, 2) provided an overview 
without detail – The term ‘sustainability’ is used often but detailed descriptions of exact 
activities undertaken are not, 3) allowed flexible and vague concepts – the activities the term 
‘sustainability’ covers vary for each contractor, and 4) allowed changes to occur easily – the 
activities one contractor provides under the term ‘sustainability’ change over time (Fernando 
and Sim, 2011).  
 
However, the results of the research revealed that the use of such ambiguous terms resulted in 
the creation of a paradox. Contractors want to portray a positive CSR image and 
communicate their CSR practices, although in order to do so are forced to use ambiguous 
language. However, the use of such ambiguous terminology then encourages diverse 
interpretations amongst stakeholders resulting in it becoming even harder to agree precise 
CSR definitions. SA simultaneously sustains CSR (as a corporate metric and driver) and 
undermines it (in being viewed as a rhetorical device) through its ambiguity, thereby creating 
the CSR paradox. Such a finding contributes to existing CSR communication understandings, 
by revealing how CSR is communication and understood, and what the ramifications of such 
communication practices are.  
 
This is a key lesson for WD as the use of ambiguous language is somewhat expected by 
stakeholders, and an important method by which to simultaneously communicate diverse 
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CSR topics to a range of audiences. However, being aware of the disadvantages of such 
ambiguous language WD can ensure ambiguous communications are followed up with 
tailored and specific communications to key clients so that CSR and SV misunderstandings 
can be avoided. WD should also attempt to ensure that their communications are not 
interpreted too widely by stakeholders as they may then be faced with the situation of having 
to deliver to numerous competing expectations with limited resources possibly leading to 
CSR failure and client disappointment. It is also useful for the development of mi|career to 
understand that ambiguous language helps CSR communications be widely understood. 
Therefore, by having the measurement metrics as concepts specific enough to fit a client’s 
needs yet ambiguous enough so they can also be interpreted by other clients as fitting their 
own specific needs will allow mi|career to be widely used across all clients whilst also 
allowing the SV measured to be comparable from one client to the next. This finding also 
helped the achievement of objectives 2 and 3 and informed the development of mi|career that 
satisfied objectives 4 and 5. 
 
5.1.9 The development of a social value measurement tool (appendix 5.0 and 6.0) 
 
The development of mi|career, initially as a Microsoft Excel based social value measurement 
tool that could be used on a variety of projects, and then as an online based tool aimed at 
apprentices and work experience participants was warmly received by WD. It was found that 
mi|career was embraced and regularly used by operational staff, with the social value 
measured often reported to both middle and strategic management levels.   
 
In an interview with a WD operational staff member the benefit of the Excel version of 
mi|career was summarised as: 
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“mi|career has made my life easier. The fact that one tool can now be used to measure the 
social value of different activities is great…it allows us to compare activities and see which 
activities improve happiness and which improve construction knowledge etc…” 
 
Participants and recipients of WD’ CSR activity who were asked to complete the mi|career 
questions also spoke favourably, with one respondent commenting:  
 
“It was easy to answer the questions” 
 
Another respondent also commented that: 
 
“…They [mi|career questions] didn’t seem too invasive. Some took me a second to think 
about but I had no trouble answering them…If anything I was happy to be asked questions 
like that as it’s good to let people know how you feel” 
 
How mi|career expressed the social value measured was also praised by clients and WD 
managers, as one manager stated:  
 
“mi|career delivers exactly what we need – a method of evidencing our social value that 
doesn’t reduce what we do down to financial figures” 
 
With a public sector client commenting that: 
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“The [radar] graph is brilliant and clearly shows the beneficial impact CSR has. We already 
know how many people are affected but now we can see what aspects of their life we are 
improving so we can target certain groups and certain aspects much more accurately” 
 
The key benefit for WD is they now have a bespoke and innovative social value measurement 
tool that the findings confirm satisfies the needs of all stakeholders. The findings of the wider 
research contributed to the development of mi|career, and the tool is now widely embedded 
across several WD business units. It is also currently being used to collect and communicate 
social value data on the CSR practices employed by WD and has been used to compare the 
value of different practices, and the same practices in different geographical regions. 
Mi|career can be argued to be the correct tool needed as its development was verified by both 
the literature and stakeholders as identified in section 4.4. The evidence of mi|career’s 
extensive use throughout WD validate the tools development. Further validation of mi|career 
came from the positive feedback from participants and clients and the wider contribution it 
made to WD. It can be argued that the development and launch of mi|career has achieved 
objectives 4 and 5. The social value data has also been used in tender returns for high value 
work and been part of WD’s annual CSR reports and communications. Both the social value 
data generated, and knowledge of the researcher, played a small but significant part of the 
tender return process for the Scape framework for which WD were successful. 
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5.2 Summary 
 
This chapter summarised the key findings of the research project. These findings addressed 
gaps in current understandings, contributed to contemporary arguments in the literature, and 
are of benefit to both WD, and the wider construction industry. The EngD was created so the 
researcher could assist WD in the development of a social value measurement tool that would 
contribute to the Scape framework tender. This was successful as mi|career – the social value 
measurement tool, was developed and used to collect social value data. This data and 
mi|career itself played a small but significant role in WD’s successful award of the Scape 
framework that is valued at £2bn over 4 years. Next, the research conclusions are discussed, 
as are the implications for WD and the recommendations for further research.  
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6.0 Conclusions 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the main conclusions of the research project. It discusses the key 
findings, the implications of the research and the recommendations for both WD and the 
wider construction industry. A critical evaluation of the research is also presented before 
recommendations for future research are discussed. 
 
6.2 Realisation of the aim and objectives 
 
It is through the satisfaction of each research objective that the project aim is achieved. 
Throughout the report it has been highlighted where the objectives have been met, and the 
resulting output of meeting each objective. For objectives 1-3 (Research Package 1) peer 
reviewed research publications were the output (appendices 1.0 – 4.0). Objectives 4 and 5 
(Research Package 2) resulted in the development and launch of mi|career (appendices 5.0 
and 6.0).  
 
6.3 Key Findings 
 
This research project has resulted in several key findings that have contributed to current gaps 
in understanding. The findings include how it is partially due to how CSR strategies are 
communicated internally within an organisation that results in the CSR strategies espoused by 
management not always reflective of the practices undertaken operationally.  
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Another key finding is that public body clients use the resources of one stakeholder to satisfy 
the needs of another resulting in their CSR agendas and increasing use of CSR and SV as 
procurement criteria. The unanticipated negative ramifications of clients using the SVA have 
also been revealed with the increasing demands placed upon contractors likely to lead to 
lower levels of philanthropic CSR practices. Utilising the lens of sensemaking the research 
also revealed that public body clients have an ongoing and local definition of CSR, whilst 
contractors often have national and fixed definitions of CSR, which goes someway to help 
explain why it has proven difficult to reach an agreed CSR definition amongst stakeholders.  
 
The use of legitimacy theory as a theoretical lens revealed that contractors largely use 
ambiguous language when communicating CSR so they can be understood by a plethora of 
stakeholders. However, this serves to simultaneously sustain CSR (as a corporate metric and 
driver) and undermine it (in being viewed as a rhetorical device). Such language also allows 
contractors who only engage with CSR symbolically to masquerade as those who 
substantively engage, and forces those who substantively engage to obfuscate the additional 
benefits they bring in order to be understood by clients. Such findings then informed the 
development of mi|career, a social value measurement tool that captured participants own 
feedback and provided a novel way to illustrate social value that could be compared and 
communicated easily and understood by numerous stakeholders simultaneously.  
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6.4 Implications and Recommendations for Willmott Dixon 
 
The research project has numerous implications and recommendations for WD that have been 
comprehensively covered in this report. The salient point to highlight in this section is that 
the research cumulated in the development and launch of a social value measurement tool 
called mi|career. The EngD project was initially created so that WD would have access to 
such a tool, as well as the knowledge and experience of the RE for the contribution to a 
public sector framework bid. The framework, for an organisation called Scape, runs from 
2017-2021 and is worth in excess of £2bn over this period. The research helped contribute to 
the questions on the bid relating to SV, and mi|career was included in the tender response. 
These played a small but significant part in the successful bid, with WD awarded the £2bn 
framework.  
 
6.5 Implications and Recommendations for Wider Industry 
 
The recommendations for the wider construction industry have also been covered within this 
report. However, it is worth summarising that CSR is largely client driven. This is especially 
the case in the public sector and so it would be prudent, from a contractor resource point of 
view, for clients to gain a better understanding of CSR and SV so they can lead CSR related 
discussions and practices. Public clients would also be advised to adopt a shared approach as 
by having consistent CSR demands contractors would be better placed to focus resources 
rather than at present, where contractors are forced to meet different CSR demands for 
different clients. This ultimately uses more contractor resources and results in a lower CSR 
output.   
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6.6 Contribution to Existing Theory  
 
Throughout the report attention has been drawn to where contributions to existing theory 
have been made. These have included exploring gaps in current understandings such as why 
CSR strategies reported are often not enacted at an operational level, as well as why clients 
engage with CSR. Most notably, contributions to theory have been made using the lens of 
sensemaking, to understand how different actors make sense of CSR, and the lens of 
legitimacy to determine what part legitimacy plays in the reporting of CSR and motivations 
behind CSR behaviour. Existing findings have also been built upon with new insights and 
conclusions provided, such as the paradox that is created when CSR is communicated, and 
how this paradox can then obfuscate CSR best practice, and hinder future CSR development.  
 
6.7 Critical Evaluation of the Research 
 
The main limitations of this research project pertain to the enormity of CSR, SV, 
procurement, and the construction management literature, as well as the literature of the 
research methodologies. In addition, the size and scale of the organisations involved, and the 
diary restraints of key actors within the businesses analysed caused difficulties in gaining 
substantive data. It was also difficult at times to navigate such subjects and stay focussed on 
the aim and objectives of the research, as well as difficult to balance the pragmatic nature of 
the research programme with the theoretical and methodological considerations needed. 
Condensing such vast areas covered within the duration of the research programme into this 
thesis also caused difficulty as parts of the research journey were inevitably omitted or 
complex details and processes summarised.  
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6.8 Recommendations for Further Work 
 
 
Based upon the work undertaken, and the findings and conclusions of this research project, 
the following recommendations are submitted for consideration of future work to the 
construction industry: 
1. Explore how the CSR paradox can be avoided, and how those contractors who 
ambiguously report but substantively engage with CSR can be separated from those 
who only symbolically engage.  
2. Explore the full ramifications of the SVA, and what clients can do to ensure CSR is 
enforced and encouraged, but at the same time ensure philanthropic contractor actions 
are still undertaken.   
3. Begin to build upon the existing yet small base of research into the social aspects of 
CSR, with a focus on what social value relates to, and how shared understandings can 
be reached.  
4. Explore how the steps taken towards measuring SV can be collated into an holistic 
approach widely adopted by all stakeholders within the construction industry.  
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Appendix 1.0 – Paper 1 
 
Making Sense of CSR: translation between setters, enforcers and enactors 
Watts, Greg. Dainty, Andrew. Fernie, Scott. 
Loughborough University, Loughborough, United Kingdom  
G.Watts@lboro.ac.uk  
 
 
Abstract 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies are mobilised by organisations as a way of 
rectifying negative impacts of their business activity, improving reputation and making 
positive differences to society, the economy and the environment. Arguably, CSR strategies 
are set by Strategic management which are then interpreted, enforced and diffused by middle 
management. Such enforcement and diffusion is then further interpreted and enacted by 
operational staff. It cannot be assumed that strategic management (setters), middle 
management (enforcers) and operational staff (enactors) interpret and make sense of CSR in 
the same way, nor can it be assumed what is enacted, matches what was envisaged by the 
setters.  
Sensemaking is a continuous process of understanding individuals experience when faced 
with new information. In order to explore the on-going hierarchal process of interpretation 
when enacting a CSR strategy, a sensemaking lens is adopted to investigate the 
understandings, motivations and behaviours within a national construction organisation. 
Qualitative interviews were conducted with various practitioners in an attempt to discover 
how different levels of the organisational hierarchy made sense of a CSR strategy. Drawing 
from Weick’s (1995) seven principles of sensemaking, analysis of the qualitative data 
revealed sensemaking to differ across those who set, enforce and enact CSR strategies. 
The research confirms arguments about the way strategies are typically assumed to diffuse 
and also draws in arguments regarding the separation between formulation and 
implementation of strategies. 
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1.0 Introduction 
Evidence suggests that the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) enacted by operational 
staff within an organisation is not always the same as what is set by those at the top of the 
organisational hierarchy (Murray and Dainty, 2009; Balogun and Johnson, 2005). This paper 
aims to ascertain why this phenomena occurs, and asks is it a result of the way the CSR 
strategy is translated through organisational communication from the top level setters through 
the middle management enforcers to the operational level enactors.  
 
The concern of the business community for society can be traced back centuries (Carroll, 
1999), but the concept wasn’t a mainstream consideration in the public consciousness until 
the 1930’s (Isa, 2012; Green, 2009; Carroll and Shabana, 2010; Blowfield and Murray, 
2011). Bowen (1953) spearheaded the debate into the modern era (Carroll, 1979; Wartick and 
Cochran, 1985) when attempts to define CSR first developed (Carroll, 1999) and the term 
was introduced into common business terminology (Griffith, 2011). From an organisations 
point of view CSR focuses on both harm caused by the organisation itself (Wood, 1991; 
Fitch, 1976) and on rectifying larger social problems (Eilbert and Parker, 1973; Carroll, 
1999) 
 
Arguments around defining CSR have grown in recent years increasing both the number and 
variety of definitions available (Blowfield and Murray, 2011). However, at present there is no 
widely agreed and accepted definition (Zhao et al, 2012; Petrovic-Lazarevic, 2007) but it is 
argued that organisations are aware of what CSR means to them (Griffith, 2011). This paper 
uses a multi-part definition of CSR proposed by Carroll (1999). 
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The benefits of organisations engaging in CSR activities include an increased competitive 
advantage (Arjalies and Mundy, 2013) through actions such a positive effect on consumer 
purchasing habits (Oberseder et al, 2013; Du, Bhattacharya and Sen, 2010). When an 
organisation does engage with CSR it does so through the use of setting strategies (Van der 
Heijden, Driessen and Cramer, 2010), with CSR then becoming a form of strategic change 
(Moodley and Preece, 2009). Further, Sonenshein (2010) goes on to show that the successful 
implementation of strategic change is of paramount importance for organisational success. 
 
We can see that CSR as strategic change is set by top management levels (Ericson, 2011; 
Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991), however middle management level employees also play an 
important role in the success of the strategic change implementation (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 
2010) through delivering this change to operational level employees (Huy, 2002). Research 
shows that strategic management (setters), middle management (enforcers) and operational 
staff (enactors) interpret and make sense of CSR in different ways (Balogun & Johnson, 
2004; Maitlis, 2005; Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007), and that what is enacted, does not 
always match what was envisaged by the setters (Bartunek et al, 2006; Balogun and Johnson, 
2005). 
 
In his study Ericson (2001) found that when organisations face change, both employees 
individual and shared understandings are challenged, with research by Gioia and Chittipeddi 
(1991) concluding strategic change leads to the occurrence of both sensemaking and 
sensegiving. Sensemaking is the making of sense individuals experience when faced with 
new, unknown and complex information (Weick, 1995; Klein, Moon and Hoffman, 2006; 
Russell and Stanley, 2004), with sensegiving the process individuals practice in attempting to 
influence the sensemaker (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; Filstad, 2014). Research on 
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organisational change has confirmed that both sensemaking and sensegiving are crucial in 
ensuring similar understandings of change are reached between the different hierarchal levels 
of an organisation (Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Maitlis, 2005; Stensaker and Falkenberg, 
2007). 
 
Previous research has adopted a sensemaking lens to review CSR from an organisational 
perspective (Basu and Palazzo, 2008) and the sensemaking of individuals at single and 
numerous hierarchal levels has been explored extensively (Filstad, 2014; Gioia and Thomas, 
1996). This paper is one of the first to explore the on-going hierarchal process of 
interpretation individuals in a single organisation experience when setting, enforcing and 
enacting a CSR strategy. 
 
This paper traces the theoretical and industrial based history of CSR and shows how a CSR 
strategy constitutes organisational change. A sensemaking lens is then adopted as qualitative 
interviews are utilised drawing upon Weick’s (1995) seven principles of sensemaking to 
investigate the understandings, interpretations and beliefs of CSR that strategy setters, 
enforcers and enactors have within a national construction organisation to discover how 
different levels of the organisational hierarchy make sense of the same CSR strategy. The 
methodological approach taken is outlined and the results of the interviews are presented and 
divided into key findings for each hierarchal level; strategy setters, enforcers and enactors. 
 
2.0 CSR as Organisational Change 
The concern of the business community for society can be traced back centuries (Carroll 
(1999) and sometimes feels like an archaeological quest with examples as far back as the 
Roman times (Blowfield and Murray, 2011). Barthorpe (2010) summarised a more recent 
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history with Derbyshire cotton mill owners developing good quality housing and schools for 
their workers in 1776. Isa (2012) brings the discussion into the last century by observing that 
debates around CSR emerged in the Great Depression of the 1930’s, a point which is echoed 
by Green (2009). 
 
Both Carroll (1979) and Wartick & Cochran (1985) believe that it was Bowen (1953) who 
began the debate about social responsibility and the modern era of CSR which had led to both 
business and academics contributing to the discussion to define the concept (Watrick & 
Cochran, 1985; Carroll, 1999). It was during this time that the concept of CSR was also first 
introduced into common business terminology (Griffith, 2011) with the main focus the 
business’s responsibility to society (Madrakhimova, 2013). 
 
In the 1960’s CSR arguments began to emerge and develop from two main categories: 
academic and industry. Academically CSR matured (Green, 2009) with significant attempts 
made to formalise and define it (Carroll, 1999). However, from an industry point of view the 
focus shifted to the business individual and how actions taken by businessmen could benefit 
society beyond their own financial interest (Davis, 1960). Research by Montiel (2008) 
showed that academic articles regarding CSR began to appear more widely in the 1970’s, 
with the area moving increasingly more toward the theoretical side with bodies of research 
being conducted to investigate and reinforce understandings (Wood, 1991). In the 1980’s the 
business and social interests of the company became closer, and by the end of the 1990’s the 
term CSR was universally accepted (Madrakhimova, 2013). 
 
However, there has never been an accepted agreement on what the term CSR means, and the 
growing interest in the area has only served to increase both the number and variety of 
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definitions (Blowfield and Murray, 2011), with the variety of views available reflecting the 
confusing and contradictory opinions held (Montiel, 2008). This had led to the ascribed 
meaning evolving over time, and it will continue to do so as it is shaped by the prevailing 
political discourse (Green, 2009). At present a comprehensive conceptualisation is still being 
actively debated (Oberseder et al, 2013) but no agreed explanation as to what the term CSR 
even relates to has been widely accepted (Zhao et al, 2012; Petrovic-Lazarevic 2007). 
 
Carroll (1983) built upon a definition he first proposed in 1979 which consisted of four key 
parts: economic, legal, ethical and voluntary. He stated that to comply with CSR a business 
needed to be economically profitable, as well as working within the law and supporting 
society (Carroll 1999). Differing combinations of these four parts have been further built 
upon and featured in several CSR definitions over the years (Murray and Dainty, 2009; Zhao 
et al, 2012). Definitions have also focused on the environment (Griffith, 2011; Wood, 1991b; 
Arjalies and Mundy, 2013; Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010), society (Petrovic-Lazarevic, 2007, 
Golob, Lah and Jancic, 2008; Kang, Lee and Huh, 2010), ethics (Maon, Lindgreen and 
Swaen, 2010), and extending beyond but acting within the law (McWilliams and Siegel, 
2001) which has led to CSR being considered an ‘umbrella’ term integrating the variety of 
terminology available (Barthorpe, 2010). The concept of CSR is wide ranging (Van der 
Heijden, Driessen and Cramer, 2010) with the motivations to take part varying from company 
to company (Morton et al, 2011), however, despite the lack of a firm theoretical definition of 
CSR, it is argued that organisations are aware of what CSR means to them (Griffith 2011). 
 
The benefits of organisations engaging in CSR activities include an increased competitive 
advantage (Arjalies and Mundy, 2013) through actions such as a positive effect on consumer 
purchasing habits (Oberseder, Schlegelmilch and Murphy, 2013; Du, Bhattacharya and Sen, 
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2010). Research has also shown that CSR is viewed as a priority for organisations and a ‘win-
win’ (Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010) with those accepting their responsibilities doing so 
to gain strategic advantage (Brammer et al, 2007). Organisations that embrace CSR tend to 
integrate it as a core business activity (Randles and Price, 2009) and set strategies in order to 
achieve their CSR goals (Saeidi et al, 2014; Carroll and Shabana, 2010). These strategies are 
essential for business reinvigoration (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; Sonenshein, 2010), with 
research agreeing that a new organisational strategy is experienced as a change by the 
individuals within that organisation (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; Ericson, 2001; Sonenshein, 
2010; Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007). However, if the change is not balanced with retaining 
some continuity of existing processes (Huy, 2002), overlaps with another change strategy 
(Bartunek et al, 2006), or is unclear or implemented incorrectly it can result in disastrous 
consequences for the organisation, and confusion, negative emotions, uncertainty and 
ambiguity for staff (Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007; Balogun & Johnson, 2005; Gioia and 
Chittipeddi, 1991; Sonenshein, 2010; Huy, 2002). Bartunek et al (2006) also found that 
sporadic, insufficient and poorly timed communications have a negative impact within an 
organisation, and unclear information can result in poor sensemaking occurring resulting in 
the change strategy being interpreted in different ways (Van der Heijden, Driessen and 
Cramer, 2010) with collective meanings growing too diverse to coordinate (Maitlis and 
Sonenshein, 2010) which can mean the strategy has unintended consequences (Balogun and 
Johnson, 2005). 
 
In order to prevent the CSR strategy failing, clear communication between hierarchal levels is 
needed to successfully set and implement change (Filstad, 2014). This can be achieved 
through successful communication (both sensemaking and sensegiving) (Weick, Sutcliffe and 
Obstfeld, 2005; Van der Heijden, Driessen and Cramer, 2010) as via communication 
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employees share information and reach mutual understandings (Rogers and Kincaid, 1981) 
which is imperative with CSR strategies (Golob et al, 2014). When faced with strategic 
change individuals are forced to find new meanings (Sonenshein, 2010) and are motivated to 
make sense of the change (Bartunek et al, 2006), which then triggers a sensemaking process 
(Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007; Maitlis, 2005; Gioia & 
Chittipeddi, 1991). The above confirms that CSR strategies lead to organisational change 
(Ven der Heijden et al, 2010) and change is a catalyst for the process of sensemaking to occur 
(Weick, 1995). 
 
 
3.0 Sensemaking and Sensegiving 
Sensemaking is the making of sense individuals experience when faced with new, unknown 
and complex information (Weick, 1995; Klein, Moon and Hoffman, 2006; Russell and 
Stanley, 2004). It underpins all organisations (Marshall, 2014) and was brought to 
prominence by Karl Weick (1995). It is generally understood to be a cognitive process 
(Russell and Stanley, 2004; Brown, 2000; Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld, 2005; Golob et al, 
2014) with seven key characteristics (Marshall, 2014; Weick, 1995; Weber and Glynn, 2006). 
 
The first characteristic of sensemaking is grounded in identity construction. This 
characteristic draws upon a number of meanings at the same time (Thurlow and Helms Mills, 
2009) and refers to an individual’s prior experience (Ericson, 2001). It has been described as 
at the root of sensemaking influencing all other characteristics (Helms Mills, 2003), which is 
confirmed in research by Russell and Slanely (2004) who conclude that an individual’s 
background knowledge and experience contributes to their sensemaking process. 
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Retrospective is the second characteristic, as it is argued that sense cannot be fully made of a 
situation until it has occurred and been reflected upon (Pye, 2005; Seligman; 2006) it is the 
understanding gained through a self-reflective process which contributes to a full 
understanding of an occurrence (Thurlow and Helms Mills, 2009). 
 
Enactive of sensible environments is a characteristic that argues a reciprocal relationship 
exists between an individual and their external environment, which could provide either a 
positive or negative influence on the sensemaking situation as if incorrect material goes in, 
incorrect material comes out (Seligman, 2006). 
 
The importance of the social characteristic to an individual’s sensemaking is illustrated 
throughout the literature (Gephart, Steier and Lawrence, 1990; Steinhorsson and Soderholm, 
2002; Pye, 2005) with arguments suggesting that meaning itself is a socially constructed 
phenomenon (Gioia and Thomas, 1996) and sense of a situation being reached only when 
meanings are shared and mutually discussed (Brown, 2000). 
 
It is said that sensemaking is continuous as it is a process that never stops, with the ongoing 
nature of sensemaking a key characteristic (Taylor and Van Every, 2000; Steinhorsson and 
Soderholm, 2002; Weick, 1995; Seligman, 2006), which is linked closely with the 
retrospective characteristic of sensemaking (Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld; 2005). 
 
Cues are picked up by an individual from their surrounding environment (Maitlis and 
Sonenshein, 2010) and can be both physical and social (Yeo, 2013) which help the individual 
interpret information and develop meanings, connecting cues to develop an account of what 
is going on around them (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010). Focused on and by extracted cues is 
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an important characteristic in sensemaking as interpreted cues then impact upon how sense is 
made in the future as they shape the individual’s sensemaking (Seligman, 2006). 
 
Driven by plausibility rather than accuracy is the seventh characteristic of sensemaking 
(Weick, 1995). An individual’s sensemaking starts with a search for what is accurate but 
settles for information discovered that is plausible, they understand, is based on what they 
have discovered and can stand up to criticism (Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld, 2005; Pye, 
2005). 
 
Sensemaking as a process occurs both before and after decision-making (Maitlis, 2005) with 
action required before sense can be fully made (Weber and Glynn, 2006) with one or more of 
the characteristics playing a larger role at different times (Thurlow and Helms Mills, 2009). 
 
Sensegiving is a term used to describe those who attempt to influence an individual’s 
sensemaking process and understanding of a subject (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; Filstad, 
2014). It is a process whereby an individual communicates with another with the intention of 
aiding their understanding (Sonenshein, 2010; Maitlis and Lawrence, 2007). Sensegiving is 
viewed as a closely linked and fundamental concept in the assistance of sensemaking within 
organisations (Sonenshein, 2010; Maitlis, 2005). Research has shown that different sorts of 
sensegiving can result in different sorts of sensemaking occurring (Maitlis, 2005), that an 
individual’s experience of sensemaking influences their own sensegiving activities (Filstad, 
2014; Maitlis and Lawrenece, 2007) and that sensegiving is only engaged in when those who 
set strategies believe them to be unclear (Maitlis and Lawrence, 2007). Research confirms 
that sensegiving is critical in strategic change (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991) and that mangers 
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need to allow for sensegiving to others to enable sensemaking to occur (Stensaker and 
Falkenberg, 2007). 
 
 
4.0 Strategy Setters 
By setting change strategies such as CSR, Senior Managers provide the blueprint for 
organisational change (Balogun and Johnson, 2005) and help the sensemaking of those below 
through the creation and sharing of a vision (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991) with research 
showing that both effective sensemaking and sensegiving are key factors in whether the 
understandings of the CSR strategy at lower hierarchal levels of the organisation match those 
who set it (Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007; Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Maitlis, 2005). 
Therefore setters need to be aware they may hold different views towards a change strategy 
compared with those who enforce and enact it (Bartunek et al, 2006) with research showing 
that even between those who set the change there can be contradictions in how it is 
interpreted (Filstad, 2014). 
 
Studies have shown that gaps are present in the understandings of organisational change 
between those who set the strategies and those who enforce them (Bartunek et al, 2006; 
Balogun and Johnson, 2004) as setters allow enforcers to construct their own understandings 
(Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010). This could be potentially problematic as individuals at 
different hierarchal positions are likely to interpret similar information differently (Gioia and 
Chittipeddi, 1991) even if the language used is the same (Thurlow and Helms Mills, 2009) 
with lower hierarchal levels potentially enforcing and enacting a different type of change 
strategy from what was set (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010).  
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This could lead to strategic ambiguity where those who interpret the strategic change do so 
differently but believe they are in unison (Sonenshein, 2010). Those who set the strategies 
need to be aware of this fact as different meanings within the organisation could give rise to 
negative views and tension (Ericson, 2001) as research has shown that situations in which 
setters only participated in low levels of sensegiving led to fewer and less controlled 
organisational sensemaking (Maitlis, 2005). However, one argument against this is that 
setters should intentionally leave CSR strategies vague and participate in low levels of 
sensegiving as by not fully making sense of the strategy, enforcers and enactors are uncertain 
about the exact requirements and will therefore perform better as they aspire to reach the 
highest standards they can (Christensen, Morsing, Thyssen, 2013). 
 
 
4.1 Strategy Enforcers 
The position of enforcers (middle managers) in the sensemaking of the organisation has been 
described as of key importance (Balogun and Johnson, 2005) but that they have little 
involvement and power in the setting of the strategy, only in implementing and disseminating 
information (Balogun and Johnson, 2004). Huy (2002) confirms this opinion but believes that 
the role of middle managers in organisational change has been overlooked in the literature to 
date. However, the majority of literature and past research on sensemaking of strategic 
organisational change has been on the actions and experience of those middle managers who 
enforce the change (Beck and Plowman, 2009; Bartunek et al, 2006; Balogun and Johnson, 
2004; Huy, 2002). 
 
It is argued that the role enforcer’s play in the sensemaking of others within the organisation 
is crucial (Beck and Plowman, 2009) as strategic change is usually implemented top down 
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requiring enforcers to play a pivotal role and to actively sensemake information from setters 
above and sensegive to enactors below (Bartunek et al, 2006; Balogun and Johnson, 2006; 
Beck and Plowman, 2009). Research by Filstad (2014) found that enforcers can be 
overlooked by strategy setters in terms of sensegiving, as setters instead focus on the 
sensemaking requirements of enactors. This results in the enforcers repeating instructions 
verbatim leading to poor organisational communication and a low appreciation of the change 
strategy as enforcers don’t fully understand it, and enactors believe enforcers are simply 
following orders (Filstad, 2014). However, if enforcers do make sense of the strategy for 
themselves it would improve the sensemaking of the organisation leading to fewer mistakes 
(Beck and Plowman, 2009) as enforcers can help reduce negative emotions in enactors (Huy, 
2002) and better tailor communications to meet the needs of enactors (Sonenshein, 2010). 
 
 
4.2 Strategy Enactors 
If enactors have a lack of understanding of the change strategy they can view the change as a 
pressured challenge placing increasing demands on their time, however, this can be reduced 
if middle managers fully understood the change strategy and passed on this information via 
sensegiving (Filstad, 2014). It’s important that enactors feel engaged with CSR change 
strategies as all employees can make positive contributions to organisational change (Yeo, 
2013) and those who participate in organisational change rate it higher, have increased 
positive emotions, and have a higher perception of their own quality of life than those who 
don’t (Bartunek et al, 2006; Yeo, 2013). A large part of the sense enactors can make of a 
CSR strategy is down to the performance of enforcers sensegiving abilities (Filstad, 2014) 
which is therefore critical as in most organisational change strategies it is the enactors who 
are responsible for implementing the bulk of the work (Maitlis and Sonenshein, 2010). 
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The above literature shows the importance of each hierarchal level within an organisation for 
a strategic change such as CSR. Each level is important in implementing the change (Gioia 
and Chittipeddi, 1991; Stensaker and Falkenberg, 2007; Maitlis, 2005; Filstad, 2014), 
however, the focus of several papers seems to be at only one hierarchal level (Beck and 
Plowman, 2009; Bartunek et al, 2006; Huy, 2002) with some using the middle management 
(enforcers) views as representative of the whole organisation interchanging the terminology 
of manager and organisation (Beck and Plowman, 2009). We can see that the participation of 
employees across the organisational hierarchy in sensegiving impacts the sensemaking that 
occurs with regards to the CSR strategic change (Bartunek et al, 2006) and that the successful 
management of organisational change is down to the communication between staff of all 
levels. Next the methodology of the study is outlined before the findings are reported, 
discussed and compared with the conclusions drawn from the literature. 
 
 
5.0 Methodology 
The research is primarily ethnographic in methodology as it studies the everyday occurrences 
of the organisation members. It was decided qualitative data would be collected as an in-
depth understanding of the participant’s views was required (Creswell, 2013), and it would 
allow issues to be discussed in detail and deeper understandings and motivations to be 
ascertained. As a research technique, interviews are a way of collecting qualitative data 
(Balogun and Johnson, 2004) and have been extensively used to study both organisational 
change (Sonenshein, 2010; Maitlis, 2005) and sensemaking (Pye, 2005; Stensaker and 
Falkenberg, 2007; Gioia and Thomas, 1996). It has been argued that mainly quantitative data 
collection methods have been used in CSR fields (Van der Heijden, Driessen and Cramer, 
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2010; Lockett, Moon and Visser, 2006), however, numerous CSR studies have also utilised 
qualitative research techniques (Angus-Leppan, Metcalf and Benn, 2010; Fassin, Van 
Rossem and Buelens, 2011). Conducting interviews empowered the participants to freely 
discuss a wide range of issues (Creswell, 2013). They allowed individuals to use their own 
words when answering questions (Edwards et al, 1997) allowing for a greater insight to be 
gained, to focus on the participant’s perspective (Bryman, 2012) and to encourage long 
responses to questions (Arjalies and Mundy, 2013). Semi-structured interviews were selected 
in an attempt to ensure the discussions remained broadly focused on the intended areas 
(Ericson, 2001) and to allow data analysis to be conducted in a timely and efficient manner as 
previous research which employed unstructured interviews reported having several hundred 
pages of notes to review (Gephart, Steier and Lawrence, 1990). The focus of the interviews 
was how the participant understood the CSR strategy, how this understanding was created, 
and their interactions with colleagues and perceptions of other staff’s interpretation and 
motivations behind the strategy. The interview questions were based around the seven 
characteristics of sensemaking (Weick, 1995) and were purposefully selected to generate 
meaningful discussion around the participant’s personal views from which an understanding 
could be elicited during analysis of the data. 
 
This study was based within a single UK national construction organisation, with the staff 
member’s interpretation and understanding of a single CSR strategy assessed at three 
hierarchal levels utilising the lens of sensemaking. The strategy is a nationwide work 
experience programme aimed at recruiting participants aged 14+. It provides a trade based 
mentor (enactor) who volunteers to participate with the strategy and works with each 
participant for a set duration. The aim of this strategy is to increase the amount of ‘job ready’ 
individuals from the communities in which the organisation operates, which in turn reduces 
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unemployment, and improves the standard of applicants applying for apprentice positions. 
Staff members involved with the CSR strategy were identified as they could offer the most 
information about the research focus (Creswell, 2013), before being purposefully grouped 
together into strategy setters, enforcers and enactors to ensure participant responses would be 
relevant (Bryman, 2012) as the views of individuals within these three hierarchal levels 
would be compared. A method of convenience sampling was then undertaken as all 
individuals from each hierarchal level were contacted and those who were immediately 
available to participate in an interview were used (Walliman, 2004). The participants were 
from a wide geographical spread across the UK, and a total of 17 interviews were conducted 
over a two-month period (2 With setters, 7 with enforcers and 8 with enactors). The lower 
levels of interviews conducted with those who set the strategy reflects the population 
numbers of staff at that level within the organisational hierarchy, which itself reflects a 
pyramid structure. The average duration of each interview was an hour with permission 
gained from each participant before the interview commenced. The outline of the study and 
purpose of the interviews was discussed and each participant’s anonymity confirmed. Due to 
this anonymity and the relatively few employees at each geographical location it was 
impossible to separate the interviews by region without the interviewees being identifiable.  
 
 
6.0 Results 
Once the interviews were complete results from those within the same hierarchal level were 
collated to identify any trends, consistencies and differences in the understanding and 
interpretation of the CSR strategy. The results from each of the three hierarchal levels were 
then compared against one another to identify if the understanding of the CSR strategy was 
different dependent on the organisational hierarchal level of the individual. The findings of 
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the research are discussed below divided into the key topics identified, and the opinions of 
the strategy setters, enforcers and enactors are discussed within each topic. The chosen 
method of communication between the hierarchal levels is discussed first as it was found this 
impacted on the understandings and interpretations individual’s formed of the strategy. 
 
6.1 Top down Communication 
Those who set the strategy believe it is communicated and driven by a top down approach. 
There is a preference amongst setters for verbal and face-to-face communication, and they 
believe this should also be done throughout the organisational hierarchy as it aids 
understanding of the strategy, but are realistic in that time restraints can prevent this from 
occurring. Setters also disseminate information to only a few people below them in the 
hierarchy and expect it to be repeated and driven downwards by the enforcers whom they see 
as key to the strategy success. The main communication method of setters to enforcers was 
verbal. 
 
This communication preference mirrors that of a majority of enforcers who like to receive 
information concerning the strategy from setters verbally. Some enforcers do prefer email 
communications as they can refer to them at a later date for clarity, however, they reported 
this did not happen often. This led to a mixed opinion of the relationship that exists between 
setters and enforcers, with those enforcers whose primary communication preference was not 
met felt professionally isolated and unsupported in relation to delivering the strategy, whereas 
enforcers who received communication in the form they preferred reported better and closer 
working relationships with setters, and showed a greater understanding of the strategy itself. 
When communicating down the organisational hierarchy to enactors, enforcers once again 
showed a difference in individual preference for the communication method used. The 
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majority of enforcers reported that they preferred verbal communication as it allowed for a 
clearer understanding to be reached, with some attending regular meetings to increase the 
number of enactors participating with the strategy. However, some enforcers reported little 
direct communication with enactors, and when this did occur it was through the use of email 
as it was easier. A consistency across all interviews with enforcers was that when verbal 
communication was utilised with enactors, they reported higher levels of responses compared 
with those who used email communication only. 
 
Enactors preferred verbal communication to receive information regarding the strategy as it 
allowed them to proceed with tasks with minimal disruption to their day. During the 
interview some enactors commented they had little or no access to emails and literature 
concerning the strategy, but that literature would be good as a way of informing new enactors 
of the strategy as there was little verbal contact between them on a daily basis with most 
working in isolation. 
 
6.2 What is the Strategy 
The verbal communication down the organisational hierarchy resulted in the core message of 
the strategy being passed on correctly as all hierarchal levels understood its key purpose. 
There was a general consensus at each hierarchal level as to what the purpose of the strategy 
was. However, from comparison of the interview questions between the hierarchal levels, 
knowledge and opinion of the ‘wider societal’ impacts of the strategy reduce as the strategy is 
communicated downwards. Those who set the strategy consider it to have a wider positive 
impact on society and other stakeholders, compared to the enforcers who only see limited 
wider benefit. The wider benefits then almost disappear according to enactors, who only see 
the more immediate impacts such as improving skills and experience on an individual 
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participant level, with few possible organisational benefits discussed. The larger impacts on 
the organisation, clients and communities were not raised by enactors. 
 
This confirms that as the strategy is verbally communicated top down the benefits associated 
with it are reduced to what is in the individual’s own immediate surrounding, and with a lack 
of literature to reinforce the wider stakeholder benefits, discrepancies appeared between the 
different levels when asked about the motivations behind the strategy creation, as one 
disadvantage to verbal communication is the original message can become distorted (Turkalj 
and Fosic, 2009). 
 
6.3 Motivation behind the Strategy 
The interviews show that the key motivation behind the CSR strategy was effectively 
communicated down the organisation and understood at each hierarchal level. However, as 
the message translated through the organisational hierarchy a variety of interpretations 
appeared as to what the additional motivations were. Those who set the strategy agreed the 
motivation behind doing so was to create a positive difference in the communities the 
organisation operates, and target the large skills gap the construction industry currently faces. 
They also agree that meeting the needs of clients, the expectations of wider society, and 
leaving a lasting legacy also played a role in the setting of the strategy. 
 
The general theme of the organisation’s motivation behind the strategy was the same when 
interviewing all the enforcers; to help the communities in which the organisation operates. 
However, there was no consensus with regards to the details of the strategy, with enforcers 
each having differing interpretations of additional organisational motivations. PR reasons 
were highlighted by several enforcers, as was the ability to retain knowledge within the 
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organisation and the benefit of creating their own workforce. Each enforcer had interpreted 
and made sense of the motivations behind the strategy in an individual way and it seemed that 
prior knowledge of existing alternative strategies from other organisations played a large part 
in the sensemaking each enforcer made of the strategy. 
 
The same can be said for enactors as they agreed with the main strategy motivations both 
setters and enforcers mentioned, but several also listed motivations unique to this hierarchal 
level such as the reclaiming of monies from Government per strategy participant. The general 
consensus between enactors was the strategy equally served the interests of the organisation 
as it did the interests of the communities and wider society. However, the motivation behind 
the strategy in general was not something any enactors actively thought about or discussed 
with colleagues, with each only focused upon their own responsibilities and requirements in 
relation to delivering the strategy on a daily basis.  
 
6.4 Bottom-up Communication 
When receiving information from enforcers, setters preferred it to be verbal as it allowed 
them to discover more qualitative benefits of the strategy. However, time restraints resulted 
in primarily quantitative information received in the form of reports that reduced the 
information to ‘high level’ statistics only. Based on the information they received setters felt 
all enforcers were passionate and viewed them as the driving force behind the strategy 
success. They also feel the strategy is currently effective but can be improved. The main 
focus of this improvement is greater information on what happens to participants once they 
have finished the work experience, and to ensure they go onto something positive. However, 
all potential improvements raised by setters in the interviews concerned the participant’s 
experience as participants are the focus of the strategy, but nothing was discussed with 
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regards to possible improvements required for the way information was reported or the 
experience of the enforcers and enactors when delivering the strategy. 
 
Most enforcers preferred to ask verbal questions of setters for clarity on the strategy but 
delivered updates on progress in the form of reports as they believed this to the best way to 
communicate the key quantitative information required to meet the targets of setters. The 
interview responses are mixed with regards to how enforcers feel about current 
communication between themselves and setters, but a correlation can be seen that enforcers 
who prefer verbal communication report having a better relationship with setters and greater 
access to and awareness of strategy supporting literature. Those who prefer email 
communication report feeling isolated, have poorer relationships with those above in the 
hierarchy, and are less likely to be aware of and have access to strategy supporting literature. 
All enforcers believe setters to be passionate and enthusiastic but some report that regular 
meetings do not occur anymore which reduces the chance for the enforcers to provide 
feedback to setters. When receiving communications from enactors, the majority of enforcers 
feel verbal is best for clarity, but a few report a preference for email for ease of response. 
 
Enactors also agree a preference for verbal communication when reporting to enforcers but 
state the opportunity to do so is limited. The interviews show that even though both parties at 
the lower end of the organisational hierarchy prefer verbal communication, important items 
are not discussed, as there are competing opinions as to why some enactors do not get 
involved in the strategy. The enactors are the only level of the organisational hierarchy who 
have choice over their strategy participation, and it is a job of enforcers to ‘recruit’ enactors. 
A consistently discussed reason for lack of strategy participation from the interviews with 
enactors is that working with a work experience participant can be time consuming and 
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therefore slow down daily progress, and the enactors have a daily target programme for work 
to achieve which is linked to a financial bonus. This target is not amended for participation 
with the strategy. Another reason enactors highlighted to explain why some colleagues don’t 
participate with the strategy is a lack of awareness due to little contact with enforcers. 
 
When questioning the enforcers of the reasons some enactors do not participate with the 
strategy, there was a variety of responses including enactors not seeing the wider 
organisational benefits, not understanding the strategy benefits, and not seeing the strategy 
importance. However, some enforcers did discuss the potential programme of work conflict 
and most enforcers stated that the majority of enactors did understand and participate with the 
strategy fully.  
 
Again this shows the upwards communication between enactors and enforcers is intermittent 
with some reporting clear and efficient lines of communication which was evidenced by 
consistent conversation points in the separate hierarchal level interviews such as an 
agreement of common problems and that the overall strategy is effective and makes a real 
and positive difference to the lives of participants. However, other enactors reported poor 
lines of communication, which was evidenced in the differing and conflicting opinions of 
why some enactors don’t get involved with the strategy, and confirms arguments of how a 
lack of understanding of the strategy can lead to an increase in the pressures and demands 
enactors believe they may face (Filstad, 2014), and situations where enforcers did not 
participate in sensegiving led to less sensemaking occurring for enactors (Maitlis, 2005). 
 
 
7.0 Research Findings, Limitations, and Recommendations for Future 
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The findings of this research suggest that the understanding of what the key message behind 
the CSR strategy is, and the motivation for its creation is communicated down the 
organisation effectively with an accurate awareness at all hierarchal levels. The chosen 
primary method to both give and receive communications for the majority of staff at all levels 
is verbal, and generally the top down communication, and strategy itself is considered a 
success by staff. However, the strategy is translated as it passes through the organisation and 
knowledge of the wider benefits are reduced to what that level of employee finds 
immediately applicable to their day-to-day job role. We can therefore conclude that 
sensemaking does occur and is effective at all hierarchal levels, but without consistent 
literature to back up the sensegiving of verbal communication, the sensemaking of enforcers 
is slightly reduced and less controlled compared to the intentions of setters, and the 
sensemaking of enactors is reduced further compared with enforcers, reinforcing arguments 
outlined by Maitlis (2005). For individuals that prefer non-verbal communication methods, 
they report feeling more isolated, having a more distant relationship with those immediately 
above in the hierarchy, and have a lack of awareness of available strategy supporting 
information compared to those who prefer and receive verbal communication, confirming 
arguments that an increased participation with a strategic change increases the positive 
emotions experienced compared to those who don’t participate (Bartunek et al, 2006; Yeo, 
2013). 
 
Bottom up communication within the organisation is less effective concerning the CSR 
strategy and can be traced to a failure of effective sensegiving by enactors to enforcers and 
then enforcers to setters. This lack of effective sensegiving impairs each hierarchal level’s 
ability to sensemake the views of those staff below correctly, findings which confirm 
research by Filstad (2014). 
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We can conclude that top down communication is more effective than bottom up 
communication with regards to the CSR strategy. This is due to effective sensegiving of 
information when communication is top down which facilitates effective sensemaking, and a 
failure to effectively sensegive when communicating bottom up which results in poor and 
incomplete sensemaking occurring. However, the sensegiving can be improved at all 
hierarchal levels as it is currently delivered inconsistently between staff, reinforcing findings 
in the literature that there are gaps in the understandings of organisational change between 
those who set the strategies and those who enforce them (Bartunek et al, 2006; Balogun and 
Johnson, 2004). 
 
The findings of this research suggest that setters sensegive to enforcers who in turn interpret 
and sensegive to enactors, which allows sensemaking to occur at each hierarchal level 
regarding the CSR strategy. However, communications regarding this strategy are translated 
down the organisation verbally which leads to the original message becoming distorted 
(Turkalj and Fosic, 2009). To improve the effectiveness of top down communication both 
enforcers and enactors believe strategy supporting literature would be beneficial. It would 
also be beneficial for setters to directly engage more with enforcers who in turn could 
increase their direct engagement with enactors to reduce feelings of isolation and increase the 
information exchange which can lead to higher feelings of engagement with the CSR strategy 
and positive contributions from all employees (Yeo, 2013). 
 
This research has contributed to the understandings of how sensemaking and sensegiving 
occur in an organisational setting, reinforced current theoretical conclusions, and provided an 
insight into how CSR theory is diffused within large organisations. 
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The main limitation of the research was the lack of interviews with enactors who did not 
participate in the strategy. All hierarchal levels referenced this group of employees, with 
differing opinions as to why they were not actively involved with the strategy, but they were 
not included within the interview sample due to time and logistical limitations. More validity 
could be added to future research findings if enactors falling within this category were also 
interviewed. 
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Appendix 2.0 – Paper 2 
 
MAKING SENSE OF CSR IN CONSTRUCTION: DO CONTRACTOR AND CLIENT 
PERCEPTIONS ALIGN? 
 
The achievement of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) objectives is increasingly being 
viewed as of key importance in the procurement process of public sector construction projects. 
As such, main contractors and public sector clients are increasingly interested in and keen to 
espouse the benefits of CSR strategies and their measurement. However, it cannot be assumed 
that both sets of broad stakeholders share a common understanding of what CSR means, what 
it constitutes and how it can be used to serve vested interests. This research aims to provide a 
deeper understanding of the motivations for stakeholders across the public procurement divide 
to participate and engage in CSR related to the procurement and delivery of construction 
projects. In-depth semi-structured interviews with practitioners from main contractors and 
various public sector client organisations were conducted. These formed the basis of analysis 
in order to explore how each constituency made sense of CSR. The theoretical frame used to 
analyse the data drew from Weick's (1995) sensemaking approach and revealed similarities 
and differences in the understanding of CSR between the constituencies on either side of the 
contractual divide. The importance of, and motivation for, CSR participation is shared by 
constituencies, but an agreed definition couldn't be reached, and what 'counts' as CSR in one 
geographical location for one client, may not count for another. These findings challenge 
simplistic assumptions about CSR and highlight significant limitations on what CSR can 
deliver via public sector procurement processes. 
Keywords: Construction, CSR, Procurement, Sensemaking, Strategy. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Arguably, the construction industry has experienced major changes over recent years, both in 
terms of the value of work available since the economic recession and the demand from 
clients to get ‘more for less’. It is said the drive to achieve ‘more for less’ can be attributed to 
public sector clients as they use the considerable size of their contracts as a powerful driver 
for their increasing concern with achieving CSR objectives (Varnas et al 2009) in addition to 
traditional procurement goals of time, cost and quality. 
 
Research has shown that the size of the UK public sector to private organisations is 
substantial (Loader 2015). Arguably, if private organisations want to continue to successfully 
win public sector work they need to provide evidence that not only do they have CSR 
strategies in place, but that these CSR strategies align with those of the client (Snider et al 
2013). However, the literature is awash with persistent conflicts and debates in defining what 
CSR actually is (Petrovic-Lazarevic 2008) with the concept now becoming an umbrella term 
covering a variety of topics (Freeman and Hasnaoui 2011).  It is unsurprising that CSR is 
likely to mean different things to different people (Lindgreen and Swaen 2010). 
 
Notwithstanding problems in defining CSR, there remains a need for contractors and public 
sector clients to align CSR strategies with their client's expectations. Research is required to 
enable an understanding of how such alignment can be encouraged and better developed to 
provide wider societal benefits in ways that yield successful business outcomes for 
contracting organisations. This paper contributes to this gap in knowledge by exploring the 
ways in which contractors and public sector clients make sense of the CSR construct. A 
sensemaking lens is adopted (cf. Weick 1995) to gain an insight into the multiple 
interpretations of CSR and how these differ across the public procurement divide.  
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CSR  
For many years the debates in the field of CSR were focused, unsuccessfully, around 
reaching an agreed definition with a plethora of definitions provided from all manner of 
sources (Blowfield and Murray 2011). Whilst CSR has increased in importance an agreed 
definition hasn't been reached (Valiente et al 2012), providing the basis for 
misunderstandings across academia and industry (Lindgreen and Swaen 2010). Research by 
Griffith (2011) concluded that organisations use the term CSR so often it is now part of 
common business lexicon. This was confirmed in recent research by Madrakhimova (2013) 
who argues that the concept of CSR is now universally accepted as a requirement of 
organisations and expectation of clients. 
 
Despite its acceptance into the vernacular of the business lexicon, Freeman and Hasnaoui 
(2011) concluded that CSR has become an umbrella term embracing a wide array of 
definitions and components. These elements can include the economic, legal, ethical and 
voluntary features of an organisation's behaviour (Carroll 1983), society (Petrovic-Lazarevic 
2008), and the environment (Arjalies and Mundy 2013). Visser and Tolhurst (2010) also 
press the importance of geographical context as a factor when defining CSR in that applicable 
CSR activity is often defined by its location, in that it needs to occur in an area required by 
those judging the success of the activity.  
 
Debates have persisted around the motivation for organisations to engage in CSR for a long 
time and largely include the question of whether they do so for financial benefit or are driven 
by altruism, with Oberseder et al (2013) arguing that some organisations embrace CSR whilst 
others use it for PR. However, regardless of the organisational motivation, research has found 
that there are myriad benefits that can be accrued via participation in CSR including 
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increased reputation (Brammer et al 2007), increased appeal to potential employees 
(Backhaus, Stone and Heiner 2002), and most potently, increased competitive advantage 
(Arjalies and Mundy 2013). Therefore it can be concluded that CSR participation is 
advantageous for organisations. However, research by Snider et al (2013) illustrates a 
challenge for contractors to realise these benefits of CSR participation, as he reports 
contractors need to align their perceptions of CSR with that of the clients in order to 
successfully procure contracts. This potentially has a profound impact on the public 
procurement process, and suggests an alignment of CSR views is a prerequisite for contractor 
success. 
 
However, in addition to the reported benefits of CSR participation, there have always been 
arguments against organisations engaging with CSR, with the focus of organisations being 
solely upon profit generation and not social responsibility. This is illustrated by Inoue and 
Lee (2011) who highlight the belief that if CSR does not lead to financial benefit then it 
should not be worthy of investments of an organisations time and money. Indeed, Green 
(2009) suggests that there is a legal requirement of public limited companies to maximise 
profit for its shareholders, which presents a real tension at the centre of the CSR concept, as a 
study by Patari et al (2014) finds no relationship between CSR and FP. However, counter 
arguments have also developed which directly and indirectly link an organisation's CSR 
participation with its financial performance (Saeidi et al 2014). If correct this serves to 
reposition traditional arguments against CSR participation further reinforcing the rationale for 
contractors that engaging in CSR is beneficial for work winning in the public sector (Uttam 
and Le Lan Roos 2015). This of course places an emphasis on CSR as an important element 
to be considered by both the public sector and the private sector contractors within the public 
sector procurement process.  
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CSR AND PUBLIC SECTOR PROCUREMENT 
The public sector itself has been described as an ambiguous term, but this paper adopts as a 
definition proposed by Uyarra et al (2014) who define it as including the NHS, national and 
local government. According to the HM Treasury (2010) these three public body groups 
contribute to around 90% of public procurement spending, a figure that equates roughly to 
research carried out by Loader (2015) who argues that the size of UK public procurement is 
substantial with around 83% of public spend coming from the three sectors mentioned above. 
When measured by value of construction output the entire public sector accounts for around 
26% of UK construction work, and during 2008 and 2009 increased at a time when private 
sector work reduced (Rhodes, 2014). Therefore we can see that the size and consistency of 
the public sector offers a degree of reliability and certainty to contractors. 
 
Traditional procurement criteria of construction works have been on a competitive basis 
revolving around time, cost and quality (Wong et al 2000), with the lowest priced contractor 
usually awarded the works. However, over the last few decades public construction 
procurement has evolved in two main ways: firstly an increase in private sector collaboration 
(Jost et al 2005), and secondly, that procurement requirements of public clients has a more 
social and environmental focus (Wong et al 2000). According to Powell et al (2006) this 
approach to procurement has been criticised for focusing entirely upon environmental issues, 
and so was replaced by the term 'sustainable procurement' which includes considerations for 
the environment, society and community (Uttam and Le Lan Roos 2015), all of which are 
elements pertaining to CSR (Snider et al 2013). This confirms the increasing importance of 
CSR in public procurement, a fact that is also evidenced in the growing weighting CSR has in 
tender documents, which from not being a factor, is currently reported to be worth around 
10% (Varnas et al 2009; Uttam and Le Lan Roos 2015). Such weighting can have a 
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significant effect on which tenders are successful depending on the CSR participation of the 
contractor. Despite the ambiguous nature of CSR there is clearly no doubt that engaging with 
its objectives is a pre-requisite to winning public sector work in contemporary markets.  
 
SENSEMAKING 
Sensemaking is a cognitive process individuals experience when trying to understand new 
and complex information, and consists of seven key characteristics (Weick et al 2005). It is in 
many ways a separate body of literature to CSR, but has been adopted as a lens to understand 
the views and opinions of individuals and how meanings are created (Angus-Leppan et al 
2010).The foundation of sensemaking is identity construction, or how an individual’s 
background and experience influences their ability to make sense of future encounters 
(Ericson 2001). A second characteristic is retrospective, whereby individuals reflect on the 
experience, which leads to a better understanding being gained (Angus-Leppan et al 2010). 
The characteristic of enactive of sensible environments is concerned with how the individual 
influences their environment, and then how in turn this environment influences how the 
individual makes sense of information (Seligman 2006). It is also noted that the 'making of 
sense' is a social process where sense of a situation is only fully made when meanings are 
discussed and agreed upon (Seligman 2006). Another characteristic of sensemaking is that it 
is an ongoing and continuous process as an individual will always make further sense of new 
and old situations experienced; cues are extracted from their environment by an individual to 
help make sense of information (Seligman 2006). The final characteristic of sensemaking is 
driven by plausibility rather than accuracy and highlights how, when 'making sense', 
individuals can settle for information that is plausible but not necessarily accurate (Weick et 
al 2005). According to Van der Heijden et al (2010) CSR is implemented through the setting 
of a strategy, with CSR becoming a form of strategic change which individuals make sense 
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of, triggering the process of sensemaking (Bartunek et al (2006) By utilising sensemaking 
theory, and structuring interviews around the seven characteristics, it will allow for an in 
depth understanding of both contractor and public sector client's perceptions of CSR to be 
gained.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
The search for a deeper understanding of individuals' views on CSR requires an interpretivist 
methodology, which is concerned with ascertaining the individual's interpretation of CSR 
from their own frame of reference (Blaxter et al 2010). This research therefore explores 
individual human knowledge, and requires qualitative data to establish an understanding of, 
and provide clarity on, the context in which an individual's unique insights and interpretations 
are formed (Barbour 2008). 
 
Public sector bodies were identified through an online search of different geographical areas 
of the UK. The public bodies were separated into three categories: defence and healthcare, 
local government, and housing. A purposive sampling method then ensued to select each 
body for interview participation. An initial review of the public bodies’ website for an 
appropriate contact or department was conducted, before contact was made to explain the 
purpose of the research, and a suitable candidate was sought to ensure all responses would be 
relevant (Bryman 2012). The websites of the top 20 main contractors by turnover were 
reviewed for information on their public sector presence. Those without an advertised public 
sector presence were removed and a random sampling method occurred to select from those 
remaining. 
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Due to the ambiguity and breadth of the different understandings as to what CSR constitutes, 
interviews were utilised as they allowed a detailed insight to be gained from each of the 
participants (Creswell 2013) as to their understanding of CSR, and the motivations for their 
organisations participation in CSR activity. Semi-structured interviews allowed an in-depth 
perspective to be gained (Bryman 2012) as long responses could be elicited (Arjalies and 
Mundy 2013) using the participants own language preferences (Edwards et al 1997; Ericson 
2001). Face to face interviews allowed for more complex questions to be asked (Kothari 
2004) with studies also showing that they result in greater participant-interviewer 
relationships due to the presence of effective nonverbal communication (Drolet and Morris 
2000). Debates exist over the effectiveness and prevalence of telephone interviews (Kothari 
2004; Holbrook et al 2003), however, due to the reduced time, diary constraints, and the 
geographically spread participants, telephone interviews were utilised when it was 
impractical to arrange face to face interviews (Uyarra et al 2014). Fourteen interviews were 
conducted in total, seven with clients and seven with contractors. Both main contractor and 
pubic body interviews were conducted with senior members of staff, with interview questions 
based around the seven characteristics of sensemaking to purposefully elicit a meaningful 
dialogue from which the participants' understandings and motivations behind their 
organisations CSR involvement could be ascertained. From analysis of the interviews, 
responses were coded under common headings which derived from prevalent discussion 
points. These discussion points were themselves derived from the questions asked which 
were framed around the participants understanding of CSR, and which utilised the seven 
characteristics of sensemaking as a framework for eliciting this understanding and how it was 
created. This allowed a comparison to occur under the coded headings from the different 
interviewees whereby differences and consistencies of understanding could be established. 
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RESEARCH FINDINGS AND LIMITATIONS 
The sensemaking lens allowed an in-depth and comparable understanding of individual CSR 
perceptions to be gained. Analysis and comparison of the interviews found several notable 
areas of interest. Firstly the interviews confirmed that CSR is indeed of increasing importance 
to both main contractors and public sector clients in the public procurement of construction 
works. Interestingly the spectrum of CSR engagement differed dramatically between all 
organisations interviewed; public clients ranged from minimal CSR requirements in 
procurement to CSR playing a key deciding factor when awarding work. Between main 
contractors this spectrum was not as widely distributed, as all contractors believed CSR to be 
of high importance in procurement. However, a common theme to all responses from both 
clients and contractors was that the majority believe they are behind the curve when it comes 
to CSR. They all saw competitors as ahead of them with their CSR demands, engagement and 
reporting, with this understanding illustrated within the 'social' and 'focused on and by 
extracted cues' elements of the sensemaking framework, as contractors reported their views 
derived from discussions internally with colleagues, and information they ascertained from 
industry media.  
 
When discussing how their respective organisations made sense of CSR, the ‘social’ and 
‘enactive of sensible environments’ elements of the sensemaking framework played an 
important role in the understandings individuals formed. Public sector clients commented that 
all staff members shared a common understanding of the need for CSR, and so were all 
behind its requirement and implementation. They reported this understanding was promoted 
and reinforced by the information available across the organisation in internal 
communications which shared best practice and accomplishments in the form of success 
stories. Main Contractors did not discuss the same consistency of support from fellow staff, 
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with inconsistent understandings and approaches to CSR shown. Some contractors reported 
more organisational support than others, and all commented on how this support had 
increased over recent years which they believed to be a trend across the construction industry, 
although all contractors mentioned differing levels of organisational resistance. They 
believed this resistance was in part due to the social environments staff worked in, and how 
‘pockets’ of colleagues perceived CSR as a ‘waste of time’ and a ‘distraction from the job’. 
This finding contradicts the literature that a benefit of organisational CSR participation is 
increased appeal to employees. However, those interviewed did opine this was a reason for 
their own desire of continued employment with their respective organisation. CSR, it seems, 
only appeals to employees if they understand the broader advantages that CSR participation 
can bring. 
 
Generally, there was a consensus across all contractors who were motivated to participate in 
CSR for two main reasons. Firstly, to improve and give back to society, and secondly, as 
CSR participation assisted work winning, both responses were always given but the former 
was constantly highlighted as the most important from the respondents. This closely aligned 
with public sector clients’ understanding for CSR participation, whose primary response was 
that it is to maximise the benefit of public sector spending for members of the community, 
reinforcing arguments in the literature. There was also a consensus amongst clients that CSR 
participation leads to a competitive advantage for contractors, as CSR plays an increasingly 
important role in tendering, and therefore leads to a competitive advantage, reiterating 
findings in the literature. The findings show an alignment in opinion of the motivations 
behind CSR participation for all contractors interviewed, and all clients. This alignment of 
understanding also extends across the public procurement divide. 
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However, there was not a shared definition of CSR between contractors and public sector 
clients, with a disparity in the understanding of what CSR actually is, and how it is made 
sense of. Both contractors and clients used a plethora of terms to define their understanding 
of CSR, how it was interpreted, and what it meant to them; reinforcing arguments in the 
literature that CSR is an umbrella term under which there is little agreement, but that all 
organisations know what CSR is in relation to their own operations. There was an overlap in 
some CSR understandings on elements such as environmental and social importance, but the 
main difference emerged as what 'counted' as applicable CSR participation. The ‘grounded in 
identity construction’, ‘enactive of sensible environments and ‘driven by plausibility’ 
elements of the sensemaking framework provided an insight into how understandings of CSR 
were formed. In all cases contractors saw their identity as national, and so understood their 
CSR to be on a national basis. Whereas all public clients were local to only the one area in 
which they operated, and therefore only valued CSR activity as applicable to procurement if 
it fell within their geographical remit. This view wasn’t shared by five out of the seven 
contractors interviewed who regularly included all their CSR participation in tenders; even if 
it bore no connection to the geographical region the client was based. Another potential 
reason for this difference in understanding geographically applicable CSR can be seen in the 
‘retrospective’ and ‘ongoing’ elements of the sensemaking framework which showed that for 
the majority of contractors, their understanding and interpretation of CSR was not an ongoing 
process, but had in fact been created previously and retained within the organisation. This 
differs across the public procurement divide from clients who commented that CSR was an 
evolving concept depending on the needs of their communities. 
 
Due to the office locations of the main contractors and public bodies who agreed to 
participate in the study, the geographical spread of results was wide. However, a limitation of 
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this research is that it cannot claim to represent an overall nationwide or regional view of 
main contractor and public body opinions on CSR participation due to the sample size of 
interviewees. Indeed, the sensemaking element ‘grounded in identity construction’ showed 
that all individuals interviewed from contractors saw themselves and their role as heavily 
CSR orientated, and so a certain degree of bias in the responses could have been experienced 
towards an increased CSR awareness which may not be representative of the entire main 
contracting organisation. 
 
Table 1.0 highlights the key differences identified between clients and contractors 
understandings of how they view the construct of CSR. 
 Construction Main 
Contractors 
Public Sector Clients 
Support from fellow 
organisational staff 
Reported inconsistent and 
sporadic CSR support from 
some staff groups. 
Organisational resistance was 
highlighted as a result of not 
understanding the full 
advantages of CSR 
participation.  
High levels of consistent 
support from across the 
organisation. A strong 
belief and consensus of 
opinion on CSR 
participation and 
motivation was reported.   
Definition of applicable 
CSR activity 
All contractors were national 
and so believed CSR activity 
to be the same. The majority 
of contractors believed CSR 
activity regardless of location 
would be sufficient for 
inclusion in tender 
documentation. 
Only CSR activity which 
fell within the clients' 
geographical remit was 
considered applicable when 
comparing contractor 
tenders. CSR activity 
outside of this area was not 
viewed as favourable. 
How an understanding 
of CSR was reached  
From their initial formation, 
contractors' understandings of 
CSR remained the same. The 
understandings were retained 
within the organisation and 
were subject to little 
evolution.  
Clients reported an ongoing 
understanding of CSR 
which was subjective and 
based upon the current 
needs of their local 
communities. 
Table 1.0: Key differences in contractor / client CSR construct 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 
This study explores the organisational benefits of CSR participation to contractors who bid 
for public sector work, and the different perceptions of CSR that exist across the procurement 
divide. The literature argues that confusion still exists over the precise nature and definition 
of applicable CSR activity, but that it is an agreed and accepted organisation action, which 
has a positive relationship with competitive advantage. Interviews were conducted with both 
public bodies and construction main contractors. Sensemaking was found to be an effective 
lens through which to structure the interviews as it helped elicit insightful opinions and help 
gain an in-depth understanding of how individuals make sense of CSR, and how the 
information they receive informs their perceptions. Comparison and analysis of the 
interviews concluded that CSR was of increasing importance to clients and contractors, but 
an exact alignment of what the term covered did not exist. A key criteria which was not 
shared related to the difference in assumptions as to what constituted applicable CSR activity 
reinforcing arguments in the literature by Visser and Tolhurst (2010) and Snider et al (2013). 
The geographical locality of CSR activity was of high importance to all public sector clients 
with activities falling outside of their geographical remit not given as much positive 
weighting when comparing and awarding public sector works. However, this geographical 
limitation was not shared by most main contractors who regularly used examples of their 
CSR activity from outside of the public body's geographical remit in an attempt to secure 
procurement opportunities. This could have implications for communities which fall within 
areas where public bodies do not have the same buying power as others, and therefore cannot 
extract similar CSR outcomes from their supply chains. Future studies could build upon this 
research further by conducting similar research but focussing upon an example of public 
procurement in an attempt to add validity, or increase the sample size and number of 
organisational actors interviewed. 
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Appendix 3.0 – Paper 3 
THE INFLUENCE OF PUBLIC SECTOR PROCUREMENT PRACTICE IN 
SHAPING CONSTRUCTION CSR 
 
ABSTRACT 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) objectives are increasingly becoming an important 
tendering criterion for UK public sector construction. Nevertheless contractors are finding it 
increasingly difficult to meet the expectations of public bodies, with CSR remaining an 
elusive and conflicting concept. However, the client motivation behind the growth of CSR as 
a procurement criterion remains unexplored. This research aims to understand what motivates 
public sector clients to include CSR in construction procurement and how this impacts 
contractor behaviour. Stakeholder theory is utilised and the CSR definition proposed by 
Carroll’s CSR pyramid (Carroll 1991) is adopted and used as a marker against contractors’ 
behaviour. Interviews structured around sensemaking theory (Weick 1995) are conducted 
with both clients and main contractors providing an insight into the driving forces behind the 
rise of CSR in procurement. The relativist nature of CSR leads to a confusing array of criteria 
which serve to further perpetuate contractors struggling to meet client expectations. In 
stakeholder theory contractors are forced to adopt a classical approach and when viewed 
against Carroll’s CSR pyramid it is apparent that client initiatives intended to promote CSR 
actually serve to limit what contractors can achieve. Pragmatically this research assists 
contractors in better understanding clients procurement needs. 
 
Keywords:  CSR, Procurement, Sensemaking, Stakeholder Theory. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Public procurement criteria in construction are evolving. Traditionally the focus has been 
upon time, cost and quality, with the lowest price usually successful. However, cost is no 
longer the sole determining factor in procurement, with CSR (Corporate Social 
Responsibility) one of the increasingly used metrics in awarding projects in recent years 
(Wong et al 2012). Numerous studies now also illustrate the direct or indirect connection that 
exists between CSR engagement and FP (Financial Performance) (Gallardo-Vazquez et al 
2014; Saeidi et al 2014). Arguably, CSR can now be considered as the difference between 
successful and unsuccessful tenders. 
 
Across all industries it appears that procurement is increasingly being viewed as a vehicle 
through which CSR agendas can be enacted. The public sector, it appears, can set an example 
of best practice for private clients to follow (Preuss 2007). With procurement able to motivate 
and incentivise supply chain partners ensuring CSR compliant behavior is realised (Meehan 
and Bryde 2011). In this study the term public bodies’ relates to the NHS, national and local 
government (Uyarra et al 2014) as these count for approximately 90% of public procurement 
spending (HM Treasury 2010). 
 
Efforts to increase private companies CSR behavior by public bodies also extends beyond 
procurement. It has been argued it can be though three main methods: firstly direct 
regulation, secondly with economic instruments and thirdly via voluntary agreements, with 
the first – direct regulation – having the greatest impact on a company’s motivation to adopt 
CSR (Testa et al 2012). Direct regulation through legislation is the option by which the UK 
government encourages CSR influenced procurement (Thomson and Jackson 2007). 
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Construction sector applicable examples of this include the Social Value Act (2012) and 
Sustainable Procurement in Government guidelines (National Audit Office 2013). CSR it 
appears is being driven in the UK construction industry via Government legislation.  
 
However, this is where one conflict within CSR lies. CSR is firmly established and is readily 
being incorporated and enforced in the procurement of UK public sector construction works 
but its very definition remains a conflicted and highly debated subject (Petrovic-Lazarevic 
2008). The term CSR itself is interchangeable with others such as social responsibility, 
corporate responsibility and sustainability (KPMG 2013) with CSR being used as an 
overarching term incorporating any actions carried out under similar concepts. A leading 
definition of CSR, which is adopted in this paper, is that CSR is the social responsibility an 
organisation which is made up of four different components; economic, legal, ethical and 
philanthropic  (Carroll 1991). However, the terms used are themselves only headings and can 
include a whole plethora of activity and action; to the point that CSR has come to mean an 
umbrella term covering the various activities carried out under its name (Freeman and 
Hasnaoui 2011). In the construction industry it has also been argued that not only does CSR 
mean different things to contractors and clients across the public procurement divide, but that 
CSR means different things to each public client and contractor (Watts et al 2015). This all 
begs the question of how can contractors be expected to satisfy the CSR demands of public 
clients when public clients cannot even agree amongst themselves what CSR is. 
 
Given the ongoing debates surrounding CSR the question could be asked why contractors 
participate in public procurement when such onerous and highly subjective demands are 
placed upon those that do. However, the economic output of UK construction in 2014 was 
£103 billion with the public sector accounting for approximately one quarter of that; and in 
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times of economic uncertainty such as the recession of 2008 and 2009, public sector 
workload actually increased against the dramatically falling private sector construction 
market (Rhodes 2015). Therefore this degree of project certainty and the high value of the 
public sector work provide ample motivation for contractors to engage in public sector 
procurement opportunities. 
 
However, why CSR is increasingly used by public bodies in procurement, and how it is 
interpreted and operationalised is an under explored phenomenon in UK construction. There 
have been numerous comments on this increasing trend but few attempts to ‘look behind the 
curtain’ of what is driving these CSR criteria. One study has found that public bodies in UK 
construction engage in CSR procurement practices to achieve additional benefit for the 
geographical populations to which they serve (Watts et al 2015). However, confirmation and 
further exploration of this have yet to be explored. What we do know is that the need to 
balance the maximization of positive benefits and achieve value for money, whilst also 
setting a procurement example for others to follow has public bodies’ walking a tight rope 
(McCrudden 2004). Therefore it can be of great benefit to contractors to have further 
knowledge of this ‘tight rope’ to better understand client CSR needs, thereby potentially 
maximizing procurement opportunities and increasing their own FP. 
 
Next this paper discusses a brief background to CSR and introduces the pyramid definition 
proposed by Carroll (1991) which illustrates differing levels of CSR engagement by 
organisations. Then stakeholder theory is outlined and why a certain degree of empathy is 
required from contractors to understand the public body stakeholders. The qualitative 
methodology governing this paper is then discussed as well as why interviews were selected 
as a suitable research method. Finally the interview results are analysed in the context of how 
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they contribute to the debates around stakeholder theory, and how through current actions, 
public clients are serving to change contractors understandings of CSR and limit the level 
contractors attain against Carroll’s (1991) CSR pyramid theory.  
 
CONTEXT 
Corporate Social Responsibility 
There is general consensus that CSR is increasing in importance with it now being so widely 
used that companies have adopted it as part of their everyday language (Madrakhimova 
2013). However, despite CSR’s acceptance into the business world’s dictionary there is an 
abundance of definitions associated with the term, so much so that it has come to be seen as 
an umbrella concept which embraces a plethora of aspects. This paper adopts a widely 
regarded four part CSR definition which was first proposed by Carroll (1979) and 
subsequently revised in 1991. 
 
 
Figure 1.0 Carroll’s (1991) CSR pyramid 
 
Although it has been built upon by others since first being proposed many years ago, 
Carroll’s definition is as applicable today as when first introduced. It illustrates the journey 
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socially and environmentally conscious companies experience by showing the ascent they 
can make starting with ensuring they are an economically viable entity, followed with abiding 
by all laws and regulations, before they then ascend to fulfilling ethical obligations and then 
finally reaching the height of being a philanthropic organisation (Carroll 1991). There has 
been criticism surrounding the difficulty of separating the ethical and philanthropic levels, 
and indeed the philanthropic and legal levels (Branco and Rodrigues 2007). However, this 
paper distinguishes between the top two levels of the pyramid as the ethical level covers the 
actions organisations take to rectify any harm they may have caused through business 
operation. The philanthropic level covers all actions that go beyond rectifying negative 
impacts the contractor could have contributed towards. 
 
Recently the focus of CSR research has diversified into numerous areas including the 
reporting of the phenomenon, the barriers to implementing CSR, impact measurement of 
corporate social performance and the organisational advantages that can be achieved, such as 
increased FP. Research has also been conducted into the overlaps that appear in both CSR 
and stakeholder theory as it has been argued that the concept of CSR fits naturally with that 
of identifying a company’s stakeholders (Carroll 1991). 
  
Stakeholder Theory 
Stakeholder theory has been defined as ‘any group or individual who can affect or be affected 
by the decisions and the achievement of corporate objectives’ (Freeman 1984, p25). The 
theory has also been developed in conjunction with the concept of CSR, with it being argued 
that company behaviour will be influenced by numerous stakeholders split into a primary 
group (owners, shareholders, unions, employees, supply chain and customers) and a 
secondary group (critics, activists, the media, citizens, competitors, community and 
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governments) (Barrena Martinez et al 2015). However, which of these stakeholders the 
organisation is ultimately beholden to is a subject open to debate. The stakeholder-
shareholder debate is argued that the former (stakeholder) require companies to consider the 
impact of their decisions upon all stakeholders equally, whereas the shareholder debate 
argues companies should best serve the shareholders through profit maximization (Branco 
and Rodrigues 2007). This view of stakeholder theory can be further divided into different 
approaches as can be seen in figure 2.0. 
 
 
Figure 2.0 Stakeholder views – Derived from Branco and Rodrigues (2007) 
 
As public bodies are (in theory) not profit making entities one would expect the classical 
stakeholder view to not be appropriate, with instead the wide stakeholder view more suitable. 
However, applying this theoretical stakeholder perspective to findings from Watts et al 
(2015) it can be argued that public body’s fall into holding the narrow view as they strive to 
further the interests of those stakeholder groups who have either a close geographical 
proximity or who they are directly dependent upon. Contractors however, arguably have the 
choice as to which theoretical viewpoint they adopt as all those identified seemingly lead to 
increased FP, and satisfying the needs of stakeholders can assist a company in improving its 
FP (Barrena Martinez et al 2015). However, this paper focuses upon public client stakeholder 
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relationships, and how these indirectly influence contractors CSR actions. Stakeholder theory 
is utilised as a means of identifying client stakeholders so that these relationships can be 
explored in more detail. Stakeholder theory is also applied to main contractors to establish the 
direct impact public clients have on contractor behaviour. 
 
This paper considers how the stakeholder relationships public clients have result in the rise of 
CSR in procurement, and what influence this has upon CSR for contractors. This source of 
motivation for clients has yet to be explored in any great detail. The impact the rise of CSR in 
procurement has upon contractor action is also considered, and how the actions taken by 
clients is serving to reposition contractor CSR actions. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
This paper includes both inductive and deductive reasoning. Deductive as it utilises 
stakeholder theory as a method to illustrate the client relationships that exist, and Carroll’s 
(1991) theory of the pyramid structure to CSR behaviour as a scale against which to plot 
contractor CSR behaviour. By doing so, however, this paper adopts a more inductive 
reasoning with the aim of generating a theory as to what motivates clients to include CSR 
metrics in procurement and what effect this increase in CSR metrics has upon contractor 
behaviour. An epistemological position of interpretivism is adopted as it is the interpretations 
of these CSR motivations that are required and how these CSR motivations drive contractor 
behaviour changes. An interpretivist methodology allows opinions to be sought from the 
participants own frame of reference, and so requires qualitative data to allow a full 
exploration of these opinions to occur in the context in which they are formed (Blaxter et al 
2010). By utilising interviews as a data collection method, qualitative information can be 
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gained of the participants own experience and opinions which will inform both the inductive 
and deductive aspects of the paper. 
 
Public bodies were identified through a search of local authorities in the UK midlands. Their 
websites were reviewed for a suitable interview participant, someone of sufficient standing in 
the setting of procurement strategies to ensure response applicability (Bryman 2012). A 
similar process occurred for the selection of main contractor staff, with those in senior 
procurement or CSR related positions contacted.  
Participant contact was initially made via email outlining the purpose of the research before 
the interviews were conducted via telephone. Telephone interviews were selected to remain 
consistent as time constraints and the wide geographical spread of public bodies made it 
impractical to visit all participants (Uyarra et al 2014). The interviews were semi-structured 
in nature as this provided the best method to elicit long and applicable responses to the 
questions asked (Arjalies and Mundy 2013). In total ten approaches were made via email to 
public bodies, with eight telephone interviews conducted. Eleven approaches were made to 
main contractors with seven interviews conducted. 
 
A sensemaking lens was adopted through which the interview content was structured to 
ensure it was clearly ascertained why and how clients made sense of the increase in CSR in 
procurement and for contractors what this procurement trend meant. Sensemaking itself is a 
cognitive process experienced by all individuals when understanding new information, and 
comprises seven key characteristics (Weick 1995). It is applicable to be utilised in this 
instance as the seven characteristics formed a framework under which questions around the 
key themes identified in the literature were constructed. It ensured each telephone interview 
maximised the amount of understanding that could be gained from each participant. During 
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the interviews notes were taken. Once conducted, these notes were then reviewed and key 
themes identified. The results were then structured around both the sensemaking 
characteristics and key themes before being analysed. 
 
FINDINGS 
The use of stakeholder theory provided a lens through which the influences to both public 
clients and contractors could be ascertained. The two main stakeholders who influence client 
decisions with regard to increasing CSR in procurement are local council’s and the 
communities in which each public body operates. These stakeholder needs had the largest 
direct impact on public body actions and therefore the largest indirect impact on the 
requirements of main contractors. The pressures of these two stakeholders felt by public 
bodies were not exclusive with the stakeholders’ needs often combining. Through utilising 
stakeholder theory it was found that via the procurement of construction work public body 
clients often use one of their stakeholders to satisfy the needs of other stakeholders.  
 
Public bodies widely agreed that the origin of their CSR focus derived from their very 
function as a public service provider, but found procurement the most suited vehicle to 
delivering the benefits a CSR focus could bring confirming findings by Thomson and 
Jackson (2007). As for the actual CSR impacts required, the majority of public bodies knew 
exactly what additional benefit they wanted to procure with each project, and required the 
support of contractors in achieving these benefits as previously concluded in Watts et al 
(2015). The Public Services (Social Value) Act (2012) was also considered a widely effective 
tool by clients as a way of implementing their CSR agenda. It was described as the stick by 
which to beat contractors into compliance with, if the carrot of successful procurement 
doesn’t work. 
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The findings by Testa et al (2012) that direct regulation has a large impact on an 
organizations motivation to adopt CSR practices is confirmed in the interviews. Even though 
all contractors previously participated in CSR activity, all reported increases in this activity as 
a result of the Social Value Act (2012). Contractors also reported that different clients have 
different expectations of what CSR relates to. This was confirmed in the interviews with 
public bodies as all those interviewed had different interpretations of what CSR means to 
them further reinforcing findings by Watts et al (2015). This in itself can hinder what can be 
achieved through CSR as it forces contractors into a ‘scattergun’ approach of splitting their 
CSR resource amongst numerous different initiatives all of high importance but to different 
clients. From contractors there is some confusion in responses with regards to the stakeholder 
views they adopt, which to some extent is unsurprising as their opinions were gained from 
outlining the different stakeholder perspectives and asking which they believed they aligned 
with. The wide stakeholder view can sound the most appealing as it describes an organisation 
that is receptive and accommodating to all stakeholders, and was somewhat expectedly 
readily agreed with as the approach each took. However, upon delving further into the views 
and actions of contractors it appears that most fall primarily into the constrained profit 
making classical view with the narrow stakeholder view the second most common viewpoint 
applicable. This, taken with the responses regarding current and planned CSR activity 
revealed the most interesting findings from contractors. If judged against the pyramid of CSR 
(Carroll 1991) all contractors interviewed aspired to reach the philanthropic level and readily 
believed they did. However, their actions actually revealed very few, if any, CSR action was 
taken if it did not result in an increased FP; either through direct procurement success as it 
was client requested, or indirect FP due to the increased marketing opportunities associated 
with such positive CSR action. Therefore it can be argued that through increased legislation 
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and regulation clients are encouraging CSR compliance to an economical and legal standard 
in contractors. However, this is at the expense of arguably ethical and philanthropic action. 
Client actions are also encouraging a shift in the stakeholder views of contractors who are 
more likely to adopt elements of a classical constrained profit making view. To abide by all 
required law (such as the Social Value Act 2012) whilst retaining a focus on the economic 
aspects of profit maximization. It appears that clients attempting to encourage contractor CSR 
activity through introducing legislation actually results in contractors more likely to deliver 
the minimum that is required in order to secure successful procurement. This uncovers a 
fundamental paradox in the CSR paradigm. Contractors are striving to reach the level of 
philanthropic activity, and clients are in support of this, but through client actions 
contractors’ ascent to the top of Carroll’s CSR pyramid is actually being hindered. 
 
However, this ‘hindrance’ in the level of CSR achievement is not necessarily negative. If 
correct and contractors focus on achieving the economic and legal levels of Carroll’s pyramid 
due to the increasing high standards and thresholds imposed by public bodies, then it could be 
argued this simply serves to increase the standards of the whole CSR construct. What 
contractors could once do under the guise of philanthropic activity is now classed as legally 
obliged, and so contractors will need to stretch further in future if they aspire to reach such 
philanthropic heights once more. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Although a widely agreed definition of CSR has not been established there is little doubt that 
engagement with it leads to increased FP for companies. This is especially prevalent in UK 
public sector construction as public body clients are increasingly using CSR metrics in the 
procurement of construction works. A contractor’s CSR participation could be the difference 
between successful and unsuccessful procurement. Through adopting a stakeholder theory 
approach it is argued that these public clients are motivated to include CSR metrics as a result 
of pressures felt from the local councils and local communities in the regions they operate. 
Clients aim to use procurement as a vehicle in which stakeholders such as main contractors 
can achieve the demands of other stakeholders, such as councils and communities. However, 
as there is no agreed definition of CSR, these public bodies have conflicting expectations of 
what CSR relates to, increasing the difficulty experienced by contractors in trying to meet 
CSR demands. It also became apparent that through procurement and legislation clients have 
both a carrot and stick with which to ensure contractor compliance with their CSR agendas. 
However, the impact this has had on contractors CSR actions is to raise the threshold of what 
is required to comply with the legal level of Carroll’s (1991) pyramid of CSR; thereby 
requiring contractors to raise their CSR standards in order to achieve the ethical and 
philanthropic levels. Whilst Carroll’s model appears apt for mapping an organisations CSR 
journey, the different levels act only as headings under which activities can be grouped. 
These findings highlight that the different and conflicting views on CSR can be explained 
through the numerous stakeholders who influence those attempting to define the concept. 
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Appendix 4.0 – Paper 4 
 
Paradox and legitimacy in construction: How CSR reports 
restrict CSR practice 
Abstract  
 
Purpose – Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a prominent topic of debate, and yet 
remains subject to multiple interpretations. Despite this ambiguity, organisations need to 
communicate their CSR activity effectively in order to meet varied stakeholder demands, 
increase financial performance and in order to achieve legitimacy in the eyes of clients and 
various stakeholders. The purpose of this paper is to explore how CSR is communicated, and 
the impact such communication methods have on CSR practice. More specifically, it 
examines the disconnect between the rhetoric espoused in CSR reports and the actualities of 
the ways in which CSR is practiced. 
 
Design – A qualitative content analysis of 100 CSR reports published by nine construction 
contractors informed the design of qualitative interviews. Seventeen interviews were then 
conducted with contractors and public body clients. 
 
Findings – Strategic Ambiguity explains how contractors circumvent the problem of 
attending to conflicting stakeholder CSR needs. However, this results in a paradox where 
CSR is simultaneously sustained as a corporate metric and driver, whilst being 
simultaneously undermined in being seen as a rhetorical device. By examining this 
phenomenon through the lens of legitimacy, the study reveals how both the paradox and 
subsequent actions of clients that this provokes, act to restrict the development of CSR 
practice. 
 
Originality – This is the first study to use the lens of legitimacy theory to analyse the 
relationship between CSR reporting and CSR practice in the construction industry. In 
revealing the CSR paradox and its ramifications the research provides a novel explanation of 
the lack of common understandings and manifestations of CSR within the construction 
sector. 
 
Keywords:  Social Value. CSR Reporting. Strategic Ambiguity. Paradox. CSR practice. 
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Introduction 
Broadly speaking, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is argued to relate to an 
organisation’s responsibility to contribute to society, but this responsibility is not enshrined 
as a specific legal obligation (Carroll and Shabana, 2010). Despite this, CSR debates and 
discussions have continued to grow in importance within the academic and industry 
literature. Partially driven by demands from clients, especially those in the public sector, CSR 
appears to have a function in legitimising an organisation’s operations (Loosemore and 
Higgon, 2016) with CSR now considered by some as a social mandate (Lichtenstein et al., 
2013). Strangely, there remains little agreement on what specifically constitutes CSR or what 
clearly differentiates and demarcates CSR practices from other organisational responsibilities 
(Carroll, 2015). It appears reporting on the use of CSR practices to legitimise an 
organisation’s contribution to society is open to interpretation. 
 
Formal reporting mechanisms depicting levels of engagement in CSR such as annual reports 
are arguably, problematic for organisations to craft, for stakeholders to interpret, and are 
potentially inconsistent from one organisation to another (Bachmann and Ingenhoff, 2016). 
As such, the motivation to communicate CSR practice and ensuring what is communicated 
has substance and resonates with the various stakeholders cannot be taken for granted. This is 
especially important to understand if, as the prevailing arguments claim, organisations seek 
legitimacy through the formal reporting of CSR to underpin their reputation, operational 
performance and financial results (Thorne et al., 2014).  
 
Arguably, CSR reports serve multiple stakeholders. As such it is challenging to ensure what 
is communicated resonates with a wide audience (Hummel and Schlick, 2016). The discourse 
mobilised in such reporting may also be manipulated, with it argued that an organisation’s 
self-reported performance may not reflect the practices undertaken (Font et al., 2012). It is 
questionable, therefore, whether the legitimacy sought or achieved actually reflects the CSR 
practices adopted. Indeed, it is not necessary to dig deep to reveal high profile examples of 
some of the largest organisations in the sector being exposed for a disconnect between the 
actual practices they adopt and their espoused CSR. Evidence of this includes where large 
contractors have vastly extended their supply chain’s payment terms and used blacklisting in 
employment selection at the same time as promoting themselves as having good business 
practices (Knutt, 2018). There can, and clearly is, opportunities for disconnect between what 
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organisations strategically communicate to the market to attain legitimacy and their 
operational practices.  
 
Careful communication and the use of discourse to persuade and convince may be just as 
important as CSR practice in realising the benefits CSR brings (Michelon et al., 2015). 
Indeed, developing skills and craft in communicating to stakeholders for the purposes of 
solely attaining legitimacy may actually be a more effective and efficient use of resource than 
investing in substantive and innovative CSR practices. The argument that it may be 
unacceptable to not engage in CSR because doing so is an industry norm (Loosemore and 
Lim, 2017) is tempered here with an argument that it may actually be ‘unacceptable not to be 
perceived as engaging with CSR’ that is the industry norm (Belal and Owen, 2015). 
Furthermore, if the CSR communicated does not reflect CSR practice it could be problematic 
as it may act to reinforce the ongoing use of ineffective or purely symbolic CSR practices. 
The aim of the research is thus to explore and explain how organisations within the 
construction industry develop, communicate and legitimise CSR practices, and to examine 
what the implications of this are to the development and evolution of CSR within the sector. 
The objectives are to establish how and why CSR is communicated, investigate examples of 
legitimacy theory use in CSR communication literature, and discover how such 
communications resonate with stakeholders. 
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CSR in Construction 
Despite its size and importance to the UK economy, construction has a poor public image 
(Farmer, 2016). Attempts to address this is agreed to be a motivating factor in contractors 
embracing CSR (Barthorpe, 2010). With notable CSR practice including charitable 
contributions, training communities and promoting environmental awareness (Lichtenstein et 
al., 2013). In addition to practices by contractors in response to image concerns, pressures on 
public spending have also led to questions on how greater value can be extracted from 
industry through public sector procurement, a more for less debate (Loosemore and Higgon, 
2016). Consequently, changes in procurement criteria driven by the Public Services (Social 
Value) Act (2012) have formalised the need for public sector procurement to address 
additional social value, not just the traditional ‘value for money’ criteria (Loosemore and 
Higgon, 2016).  
 
More than 25% of construction output is from the public sector therefore achieving social 
value is beginning to be widely scrutinised across numerous areas of practice. For example, 
its ability to: influence woman’s participation in the sector (Wright, 2015); underpin wide-
scale societal change (Barnard, 2016) and affect tendering practices for public sector work 
(Hoejmose and Adrien-Kirby, 2012). Of course, for the cynic, the social value agenda may 
also be viewed as a creative way for Government to leverage, from industry, solutions to plug 
the holes left by successive spending cuts in social services. Notably though, ideas of 
Government influencing organisational impacts on society are not new (see Carroll, 2008) 
and as such, social value is an extension of an ongoing historical trend towards developing 
more socially responsible organisations. 
 
Rarely, if ever, has it been assumed that organisational interests naturally align with those of 
society (Jones et al. 2006). Indeed, prior to the development of the Social Value Act, many 
other important pieces of legislation including the Bribery Act (2010) and the Health and 
Safety at Work Act (1974) demonstrate Government attempts to influence the behaviour of 
organisations (Hughes et al., 2015). Such legislation is, however, limited to Government’s 
ability to foresee the impacts of organisational decisions and the prevailing social norms. In 
more contemporary settings this acquiescence to social goals, for those seeking to win public 
sector work, has now been extended to include a need for organisations to evidence their 
social value.  
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Undoubtedly, it has now become an expectation of all stakeholders that construction 
organisations take responsibility for the impact their operations have upon the social and 
natural environment (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). As a method of encouraging and 
enforcing contractor CSR behaviour public bodies have on the back of the Social Value Act, 
introduced additional procurement criteria to measure CSR (Watson et al., 2016). Indeed, 
CSR is now considered as being equally important to that of time, cost and quality in the 
procurement of public construction projects (Loosemore and Higgon, 2016). However, 
despite this, there is still no widely agreed consensus on what constitutes legitimate CSR 
practice. The Social Value Act itself fails to provide clarity on specific practices instead 
accepting that the various interpretations of social value can result in inconsistent practice 
and act as a barrier to its ongoing implementation (Young, 2015). It is however, clear that 
despite any varying interpretations CSR must be communicated effectively between 
stakeholders for procurement benefits to be realised. Yet it remains unclear exactly how CSR 
is reported, and the impact such reporting has upon CSR practice. 
  
CSR Communication 
CSR reports are an increasingly popular method for organisations to communicate CSR 
(KPMG, 2017) and are usually either issued annually as standalone documents or integrated 
with financial reports (Thorne et al., 2014). Research on CSR communication has tended to 
be largely quantitative using questionnaires (see Bachmann and Ingenhoff, 2016; Thorne et 
al., 2014) or consisted of a review of the CSR reports themselves (see Font et al., 2012; 
Michelon et al., 2015). Whilst such results can elucidate interesting findings, they arguably 
lack a deeper insight into the motivations and interpretations of key actors. One contemporary 
debate within CSR reporting is whether organisations substantially (meaningful engagement 
with CSR principles) or symbolically (greenwash) engage with CSR (Michelon et al., 2015). 
Evidence of symbolic engagement has however been found to be significant within many 
contemporary CSR reports (Michelon et al., 2015). For most stakeholders however, 
differentiating between symbolic or substantive CSR is largely down to interpretation of CSR 
communication. Indeed, at best CSR reports appear to be designed to communicate only what 
organisations want stakeholders to perceive.  
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Such a jaundiced view does not, however, necessarily reveal the full complexity of CSR 
communication as CSR reports communicate to multiple stakeholders each with particular 
interpretations of what constitutes CSR. Although, how CSR is communicated via a single 
report and understood by disparate stakeholders is often overlooked. Understanding this can 
be facilitated by mobilising the lens of Strategic Ambiguity (SA) to identify and explain the 
use of ambiguous language as a way to simultaneously connect with disparate stakeholders. 
SA allows contradictory interpretations to coexist but, at the same time, satisfy diverse and 
disparate stakeholder interests through a single piece of information (Eisenberg 1984). 
Indeed, previous work has found evidence of ambiguous language use when communicating 
social, environmental and financial information that served to develop shared understandings 
between the organisation and its stakeholders (Wexler, 2009). For organisations, 
communicating via ambiguous language helps them to: 1) allow and promote diverse 
opinions, 2) provide an overview without detail, 3) use flexible and vague concepts, and 4) 
allow changes to occur easily (Fernando and Sim, 2011).  
 
Attempting to establish what is or is not CSR practice, let alone what is successful and why, 
is therefore problematic if reliance is placed on exploring CSR reports alone. That is not to 
denigrate the existing studies that have used reports, but to highlight the idea that reports 
alone provide a limited understanding of organisational CSR. Indeed, reports may give the 
wrong impression of an organisation’s CSR. This matters for the development of CSR both 
practically and theoretically as reports can inadvertently act to reinforce poor practice and 
hide poor CSR performance. 
 
CSR and Legitimacy Theory 
The debates around defining CSR are varied, numerous and ongoing (Carroll, 2015). Such 
variations undoubtedly provide considerable flexibility and support for the existence of 
numerous CSR interpretations. This flexibility may then of course create confusion and 
tensions where interpretations and definitions clash, or are in competition, and contradict with 
one another (Carroll, 2015). Research has attempted to embrace this flexibility by discussing 
CSR as concept specific to individual organisations (van Marrewijk, 2003) and also CSR as a 
broad concept relevant to a wider constituency such as industries (Barthorpe, 2010). Whilst 
this flexibility is useful for encouraging an extensive spectrum of research and practice in the 
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field of CSR, it does create problems in determining what constitutes CSR and indeed, 
ongoing developments in this nascent field of theory and practice.  
 
Regardless of consensus or flexibility, CSR has undoubtedly grown to become an important 
feature of contemporary organisational practice with a body of literature dedicated to 
exploring CSR. Recent debates in the literature have begun to distinguish CSR practice from 
the oft argued philanthropy of wealthy businessmen to something that more carefully 
connects societal expectations and the need for organisations to make an impact on society 
through CSR practices (Murray and Dainty, 2009). Incentivising organisations to mobilise 
novel and innovative CSR practices is an argument that organisations should benefit from 
CSR via increased financial performance, reputation and customer satisfaction (Saeidi et al., 
2015). Arguably, what really matters is that society and clients perceive organisational 
practices to serve their interests. Through achieving this, organisations are then legitimately 
perceived (Thorne et al., 2014) to conform, for example, to expected behaviours, legal 
requirements and to the fair treatment of stakeholders (Bachmann and Ingenhoff, 2016). The 
perception provided by organisations that they engage in substantive CSR practices is thus 
fundamental to understanding how organisations achieve legitimacy and arguably central to 
understanding future developments in CSR practice.     
 
Legitimacy theory has previously been used to provide an explanatory insight into the 
decisions of organisational actors motivated by legitimacy seeking behaviour (Suchman, 
1995). According to O’Dwyer et al., (2011, p34) ”legitimation processes aim to justify both 
the work professions undertake (are the results produced culturally valued?) and how it is 
undertaken (are the results produced in a culturally approved manner?)”. The theory is used 
in several studies to better understand different facets of CSR and provides a lens to evaluate 
organisational decisions in their attempts to gain and maintain legitimacy in the eyes of 
stakeholders (Duff, 2017). It is argued by Suchman (1995) that there exists three different 
broad forms of legitimacy; pragmatic, moral and cognitive. 
 
Pragmatic Legitimacy 
This focusses on the practical consequences that arise from exchanges between organisations 
and stakeholders (Suchman, 1995). It is further broken down into three sub categories of 
legitimacy where: the organisation develops practices they believe will lead to legitimacy 
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(exchange legitimacy); stakeholders believe organisations are acting for wider interests 
(influence legitimacy), and; the organisation is perceived by stakeholders as having an image 
associated with genuine societal concern (dispositional legitimacy). It is clear that all three 
forms of pragmatic legitimacy involve beliefs and perception and as such are susceptible to 
manipulation, with it argued that there is a ‘durability pendulum’ with pragmatic legitimacy 
being ‘the easiest to obtain but the least durable’ (O’Dwyer et al., 2011, p.34). 
 
Moral Legitimacy 
This is achieved where the stakeholder(s) perceive an organisation to be fundamentally doing 
the right thing (Suchman, 1995). Its sub categories are where: organisations are judged on 
what they achieve (consequential legitimacy); where socially accepted techniques and 
practices are adhered to (procedural legitimacy); if its resources can achieve its goals 
(structural legitimacy) and; evaluations are made about those in charge of the organisation 
(personal legitimacy) (Duff, 2017). According to Reast et al., (2013) moral legitimacy is 
often sought from sceptical stakeholder groups who morally object to an organisation’s 
operations. 
 
Cognitive Legitimacy  
This is when stakeholders believe an organisation’s motivations mirror their own (Duff, 
2017). Cognitive Legitimacy comprises of comprehensibility, where the organisation 
structures itself in an understandable way to intended stakeholders, and taken-for-granted, 
which refers to when stakeholders view the organisation as one of the only available to 
deliver the service they need (Suchman, 1995). Cognitive legitimacy is argued to be the 
hardest to achieve yet the most durable (Belal and Owen, 2015) arguably because it operates 
at a subconscious level and so requires longer-term deeper rooted practices to influence 
(O’Dwyer et al., 2011).  
 
The three types of legitimacy are not mutually exclusive however, and in practice can merge, 
reinforce, or even come into conflict with one another. Organisations can attempt to progress 
along the continuum of legitimacy from pragmatic to cognitive or can simply attempt to gain 
different types of legitimacy from different stakeholder groups (Belal and Owen, 2015). 
There is also an increasing body of literature considering the types of legitimacy techniques 
employed by organisations with ‘symbolic legitimation’ referring to organisations 
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demonstrating social expectations in an effort to gain legitimacy without changing their 
practices (Belal and Owen, 2015). ‘Substantive legitimation’ is when organisational practices 
are fundamentally altered in an effort to attain legitimacy, although in both cases the results 
would need to be communicated to stakeholders for any benefits to be achieved (Belal and 
Owen, 2015). Some previous studies which have utilised legitimacy theory to explain CSR 
have failed to explore the nuanced forms of legitimacy (see Thorne et al., 2014). However, 
one study that considers how the categories of legitimacy influence organisational behaviour 
was that conducted by Duff (2017) who found evidence of organisations successfully 
maintaining legitimacy through the use of CSR. Although Duff (2017) fails to explore the 
organisational ramifications of maintaining such legitimacy. Whilst it is clear that 
organisations use CSR reports to legitimise their operations, it is unclear whether this is based 
on symbolical or substantive practices, and equally unclear how once achieved, such 
legitimacy then impacts upon future CSR reporting and practice.   
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Research Design 
This research seeks to explore how CSR is communicated, and how understandings and 
interpretations of such communication impact CSR practice. Therefore, the data collection 
naturally falls into two categories. The first, an analysis of CSR reports that extends beyond 
the oft used quantitative analysis, which will then serve to inform the second; interviews 
conducted with key stakeholders. An interpretivist methodology is therefore adopted as it 
provides for a deep understanding of how a concept is interpreted and understood (Cresswell, 
2013). It is argued that an interpretivist standpoint allows for a detailed understanding as its 
focus is individual experiences, the understanding of which help illustrate the socially 
constructed phenomena under investigation (Ozuem et al., 2014). This study adopts the 
position that CSR is such a social construct, as its meaning is subjectively agreed between 
different stakeholders (Erdiaw-Kwasie, 2014).  
 
Qualitative Content Analysis 
In the first instance UK based contractors were ranked by turnover in the year 2016. From 
those contractors who populated the top 20 positions and operated in the public sector one 
was selected at a time and all CSR reports downloaded between the years 2005 and 2017. 
This procedure was then repeated and another contractor selected until 100 CSR reports were 
downloaded. This resulted in all available CSR reports for nine contractors being reviewed. 
As CSR Reports are known by a variety of names, documents were included if they met three 
criteria adopted from Thorne et al., (2014) in that they 1) were distinctly different from the 
organisation’s annual report, 2) contained content is over and above what is considered 
mandatory, and 3) focussed upon social and environmental topics. 
 
The QCA was human led but exploited software for the counting of words (Lock and Seele, 
2016) which consisted of using a desktop PDF based word finder. Each report was searched 
for a total of 179 different key words derived from the literature and the CSR reports 
themselves. The frequency each key word occurred was recorded in a coding manual, a 
document that contains the categories of content (i.e. key words) recorded under various 
dimensions (i.e. the number of occurrences) (Bryman, 2016). The context around each key 
word use was then reviewed and recorded adding both texture and background (Bennett, 
2015). The coding manual then became a coding schedule, a document where all data 
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associated with the key terms is recorded (Bryman, 2016). The coding schedule now allowed 
an analysis and comparison of both key word frequency and context to occur.  
 
Semi-Structured Interviews 
The results of the coding schedule informed semi-structured interviews. Ten different 
potential interviewees were contacted from contractors and ten from public bodies with 
interviews conducted with those who responded positively. In total interviews were 
conducted with eight public sector clients and nine UK contractors. Such interviews allowed 
the desired areas of interest to be pursued, yet retained the freedom and flexibility to explore 
unexpected trails of information (Bryman, 2016). Conducting the interviews via telephone 
allowed qualitative data to be gained whilst simultaneously empowering participants to 
respond from a comfortable setting (Cresswell, 2013). The websites of the contractors whose 
CSR reports were analysed were reviewed with email introductions sent to individuals 
purposefully selected as most appropriate to deliver applicable responses (Bryman, 2016) – 
those who had responsibility for strategizing, communicating and practicing CSR. A similar 
approach was adopted for interview participants from public sector clients with websites 
reviewed and interview requests sent via email to applicable individuals, such as those with 
construction procurement responsibilities. Figure 1.0 shows the interview sample. 
 
[INSERT FIGURE 1.0 ‘interview sample’ HERE] 
 
Analysis of Interview Data 
A framework for analysis was created based on the sub-categories of legitimacy proposed by 
Suchman (1995). It consisted of a table with each sub-category listed in a column on the left 
hand side. The results of the interviews were then coded with qualitative codes, this is where 
a uniform set of indexing categories are systematically applied to the data sets (Mason and 
Simmons, 2011). The qualitative codes were the sub-categories of legitimacy. Each coded 
response was then input against the corresponding legitimacy sub-category on the framework. 
Such a qualitative analysis allowed an interpretation of the data identifying larger themes, 
deeper meanings, and individual motivations (Creswell, 2013) as well as revealing the type of 
legitimacy sought/afforded by each interviewee. 
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Findings and Discussion 
The size and terminology of CSR reports and contractor motivations for reporting 
 
Analysis of the QCA revealed that CSR reports are reducing in size. In 2012 the average 
number of pages per CSR report was 33, falling to 27.5 in 2013 and 17.8 in 2014. The QCA 
exposed the somewhat compact style of writing each report contained, for example in 2013 
one contractor simply stated “140 placements through business action on homelessness” as 
their total contribution towards describing the issue. When the size and content of CSR 
reports was raised with contractors’, one commented: 
 
 “…we try and give a balanced view of all our activities…some do get missed out and we 
can’t always give as much detail as we’d like…but we need our report to show as much as 
possible because we have lots of people reading it” (CC2). 
 
However, despite this reduction in length of CSR reports, the terminology used in each report 
remains constant, with the QCA revealing the same words used year upon year, irrespective 
of contractor or year of publication, as can be seen in figure 2.0. 
 
[INSERT FIGURE 2.0 ‘Qualitative Content Analysis Results’ HERE] 
 
When such findings were discussed in the interviews one contractor commented that: 
 
“We’ve won lots of work over the last few years which has been as a result of our approach 
to CSR…and how we’ve reported it…so we’re not about to change what we do” (CC1). 
 
With another stating a reluctance to change how they report on CSR in fear of being 
perceived as inferior to competitors and not meet stakeholder expectations. However, 
contractors’ attempts to promote the best examples of their behaviour whilst ensuring reports 
remain increasingly succinct potentially results in increased pressure to meet varied client 
CSR expectations. Analysis of such findings through the lens of legitimacy theory revealed 
the consistent use of the same terminology closely aligns with aspects of the procedural and 
structural sub-categories of moral legitimacy. It was also revealed that contractor responses 
align with exchange and influence legitimacy, sub-categories of pragmatic legitimacy, as 
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contractors are purposefully attempting to portray themselves as meeting stakeholder 
demands through reporting varied CSR practices. Arguably, contractors are therefore 
maintaining the reporting techniques they feel are socially approved in an effort to gain and 
maintain legitimacy. The findings therefore resonate with those in the literature that 
organisations are motivated to produce CSR reports as a method of appearing legitimate 
(Belal and Owen, 2015; Thorne et al., 2014). As this paper seeks to expand upon current gaps 
in literature contractors were then asked about their CSR reporting motivations. With 
contractors stating: 
 
CSR reporting “…allows us to put our best selves forward…” (CC7). 
 
“….it’s partly an expectation we have to meet; clients want to see that we’re a business that 
gives back” (CC1). 
 
 “…of course some of what we do is for clients, that’s why we [communicate] our CSR… a 
lot of the time [our CSR] comes as a result of what clients want” (CC6) 
 
And, 
 
“…reporting [on CSR] is expected these days, we need to do it just to stay 
competitive…everyone is doing it so we need to think about what we can do more, that will 
really set us apart” (CC2). 
 
When asked what content was reported contractors believed that: 
 
“We report much more on the substantive issues, the things that really matter in society…if 
the report was just a greenwash I wouldn’t work here” (CC4). 
 
Analysis revealed that despite altruistic arguments by some contractors a large motivating 
factor in CSR reporting is that procedural legitimacy, a sub-category of moral legitimacy, is 
sought by contractors who want to abide by the perceived social expectations to report on 
CSR. The interviews also revealed that contractors are motivated to report on CSR to 
promote their own image as one of concern for society, closely aligning with dispositional 
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legitimacy, a sub-category of pragmatic legitimacy. Contractors also all believed that they 
substantively report on CSR and therefore all desired substantive legitimation from clients. 
 
Appearing legitimate it seems, is an underlying motivation for contractors to report on CSR. 
Despite the potential difficulties shorter CSR reports may have in successfully resonating 
with diverse stakeholders, contractors appear to persist in the production of shorter CSR 
reports and the use of the same terminology. This appears to be in an attempt to meet a 
perceived stakeholder expectation that producing CSR reports is a standard and expected 
behaviour, confirming arguments from the literature (Loosemore and Lim, 2017). 
However, despite the motivations to report on CSR to be perceived as legitimate, arguably 
the reducing size of CSR reports and resulting compact style of writing could potentially 
serve to restrict the number of stakeholders who understand contractor CSR reports thereby 
reduce any legitimacy unless behaviours are adopted by contractors to circumvent such 
potential issues.  
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Contractors’ use of ambiguous language  
The QCA revealed the word ‘sustainability’ is used in one 2014 CSR report to discuss 
environmental issues such as energy efficiency and procuring responsibly sourced materials 
and in another 2014 report to discuss local communities and social regeneration. This was not 
overly surprising given that terms such as CSR and sustainability mean different things to 
different contractors (Barthorpe, 2010). Although somewhat surprisingly, the QCA revealed 
that some terms actually mean different things to the same contractor. One example of this, 
again with the word ‘sustainability’, is that in 2008 one contractor used the term to describe 
their carbon footprint and ethical and profitable business growth. However, in 2012 the same 
contractor used the term to include wider environmental and societal issues, and in 2015 
expanded the term further still to include wider business practices, energy efficiency, staff 
progression, supply chain upskilling and building strong stakeholder relationships. 
 
It is here where the theoretical lens of SA can be mobilised to help explain how such 
ambiguous language attends to contractor needs in serving multiple stakeholders 
simultaneously with a single CSR report. The findings complement those of Fernando and 
Sim (2011) in that SA use appears to; 1) allow diverse opinions – in the form of different 
contractors using the same terms for different activities, 2) provide an overview without 
detail – the term ‘sustainability’ is used often but detailed descriptions of exact activities 
undertaken are not, 3) allow flexible and vague concepts – the activities the term 
‘sustainability’ covers vary for each contractor, and 4) to allow changes to occur easily – the 
activities one contractor provides under the term ‘sustainability’ change over time. When 
asked why ambiguous terms were used and what the intentions were behind such word 
choice, contractors’ responses included: 
 
“The terms we use are the ones people are familiar with…we need everyone to understand 
what we have done and what we are doing” (CC6). 
 
And: 
 
“We use the language people understand…everyone who reads our [CSR] report can 
understand what we’re doing…as we work with [different] clients all over the country who 
all want different things…if we’re too specific then half the people who read [the CSR report] 
won’t be interested…” (CC9). 
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Analysis of such findings reveals that the results of both the QCA and interviews closely 
align with all three sub-categories of pragmatic legitimacy. Contractors’ attempt to gain 
exchange legitimacy through using ambiguous language in an effort to ensure CSR reports 
simultaneously resonate with numerous stakeholders. Contractors also want to be perceived 
by stakeholders as sharing their concerns, and want their legitimacy to be judged on the 
production of such CSR reports, sharing characteristics with all moral legitimacy sub-
categories, specifically consequential legitimacy.  
 
The findings therefore reveal how the use of the same terminology by all contractors across 
all reporting years attends to the needs of different stakeholders. By using ambiguous 
language, contractors circumvent clearly defining what they believe CSR to be, adding a 
somewhat new insight to the long-standing problem in the literature that no widely agreed 
CSR definition exists amongst stakeholders (Carroll, 2015). The findings suggest this is 
intentional by clients so that, through ambiguous language use, they can reach agreed CSR 
definitions with individual clients. The use of SA allows flexibility to exist so contractors can 
assign meanings to suit their own communicative needs, which in turn allows contractors to 
be perceived as legitimate by numerous clients simultaneously. Therefore, contractors can be 
considered successful in their attempts to gain legitimacy though the use of ambiguous 
language when CSR reporting. Such findings reinforce arguments in the literature that CSR 
legitimises an organisation’s operations in society (Loosemore and Higgon 2016). However, 
this research sought to build upon such findings and discover if it was CSR practice that 
gained such legitimation or simply the process of reporting on CSR.    
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The wider implications of clients considering contractors as legitimate 
When asked how they perceive the contractors who produce CSR reports, one client 
responded: 
 
“Reporting on CSR is expected…I can’t think of one contractor we work with who doesn’t” 
(PSC4). 
 
Clients were also asked if the contractors they worked with substantively or symbolically 
reported on CSR, with all clients believing that all contractors substantively reported. No 
client however, could provide an example of a contractor symbolically reporting on CSR. 
This could potentially be due to all contractors substantively reporting, of the fact that clients 
are unable to distinguish between the two types of CSR report. The latter was perhaps 
revealed when the use of ambiguous language and reduction in size of CSR reports was 
raised, with clients commenting: 
 
“We don’t really have time to fully review a long document [CSR report]… contractors are 
getting better at telling us what we want to know” (PSC5). 
 
And,  
 
The size of the report and language used is irrelevant “…as long as we can both understand 
each other…and the contractor delivers what’s agreed” (PSC3). 
 
It also became apparent across all clients that simply by reporting on CSR contractors were 
considered legitimate, and viewed as if they had substantively rather than symbolically 
reported, as clients stated: 
 
“…the very production of a CSR report confirms that the contractor is serious about 
delivering CSR and has the team to do it” (PSC1). 
 
“Once I’ve seen [the CSR report]…I can tell pretty quickly if the company is for real…” 
(PSC3). 
 
And, 
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“[Their] CSR report showed us everything they can do…so we know they can meet our 
requirements” (PSC7). 
 
In addition to clients believing contractors who produce CSR reports substantively engage 
with CSR, contractors are also considered morally legitimate as clients see reporting on CSR 
as evidence of positive leadership intentions (personal legitimacy) and that the contractor has 
the resources capable of delivering the CSR reported (structural legitimacy). 
 
Contractors were also then judged on their reported practices as to whether or not they could 
meet future demands and how they generally operated within society, closely aligning with 
influence legitimacy. It was found that this occurred due to a client belief that what is 
contained within a CSR report was evidence of what that contractor can and will deliver, as 
one client observed: 
 
“[CSR] reports usually contain case studies…these show us what contractors have done and 
we expect that can continue to do them in future for us…as well as anything else they offer” 
(PSC1). 
 
Interestingly the interviews with clients also revealed that once a contractor is considered 
legitimate it is difficult for them to lose such a standing, even if undesirable practices are 
subsequently revealed, as one client commented: 
 
“If there’s a relationship in place then we know we can trust [the contractor] to 
deliver…sometimes we do hear about things they’ve done elsewhere which we’re not happy 
with…but that rarely effects the relationship we have with them.” (PSC2) 
 
Such findings reveal that clients consider contractors as pragmatically and morally legitimate 
when they produce CSR reports. However, it appears, clients find it difficult to distinguish 
between contractors who symbolically and substantively report on CSR, and once contractors 
are perceived as legitimate, they retain such an image even if transgressions occur. This then 
exposed a potential drawback in the use of ambiguous language for both clients and 
contractors who substantively engage with CSR reporting. Contractors who only 
symbolically engage with CSR could masquerade as those who substantially engage. Thereby 
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receive the same legitimacy benefits, simply by hiding behind ambiguous language use. 
Therefore, some contractors arguably have the choice to engage in and communicate their 
practices (driven from a social institutions agenda) via ambiguous language to receive 
legitimacy, or ambiguously communicate CSR that does not reflect their own poor practices 
(a neo classical agenda) yet still receive the same legitimacy.  
 
The use of ambiguous language also serves to create a paradox, a true yet contradictory 
statement that is both correct and impossible. This simultaneously sustains CSR (as a 
corporate metric and driver) and undermines it (in being viewed as a rhetorical device). In 
this instance the paradox both encourages and prevents the agreement of defining CSR 
between a contractor and single stakeholder. Being specific enough in their CSR descriptions 
to reach an agreement with a single client for example, would undoubtedly alienate other 
clients with different CSR interpretations. The development of CSR practice could therefore 
potentially be restricted, as to be considered legitimate contractors could simply symbolically 
engage with CSR (hiding behind ambiguous language) thereby saving resources compared to 
competitors who substantively engage. The same legitimacy benefits would be realised with 
either option however substantive engagement would arguably be much more resource 
intensive. Additionally contractors who do substantively report on CSR will potentially have 
any benefits reduced as the ambiguous language needed to ensure CSR reports are widely 
accepted and understood will obfuscate the benefits of substantive CSR practice. CSR 
reporting it appears, is arguably more important than actual CSR practice. 
 
When the concept of cognitive legitimacy was raised, one client commented that:  
 
“We’ll have to work with a contractor for many years with lots of positive results…where 
they have really gone above and beyond on a regular basis…and continued to innovate with 
what they can deliver…in order to see them as a long term ‘go to’ partner” (PSC3). 
 
However, no client could provide examples of advantages contractors perceived as 
cognitively legitimate had over ones only viewed as pragmatically and morally legitimate. 
Arguably, contractors could therefore have little motivation in attempting to be viewed as 
cognitively legitimate as they may gain no further benefit for the additional resources 
required. 
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Interestingly, using the lens of legitimacy theory as a framework to analyse the findings also 
revealed that contractors could maintain pragmatic and moral legitimacy by continuing to 
report on CSR. Therefore, any contractor transgressions or negative publicity in other areas 
would rarely lead to a loss in legitimacy. Potentially allowing contractor practices to occur 
that are not socially responsible (such as extending sub-contractor payment terms or 
blacklisting employees) with little resulting negative impacts felt on current relationships. 
Such practices could ultimately continue unless clients are more robust and rigorous in their 
analysis of contractor CSR reports and consideration of legitimacy. Reserving cognitive 
legitimacy appears an ineffective method by which to motivate contractors to substantively 
engage with CSR as pragmatic and moral legitimacy are so freely awarded by clients and 
allow contractors to achieve their legitimacy goals. Therefore, without clients rethinking what 
they consider as legitimate behaviour, the future development of CSR practice is arguably 
restricted. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
CSR reporting is increasingly expected of contractors (KPMG, 2017) yet there is little 
agreement as to what specifically constitutes CSR (Carroll, 2015). Despite this CSR reports 
serve multiple stakeholders and therefore ensuring what is communicated resonates with each 
is arguably challenging (Hummel and Schlick, 2016). Nevertheless, it is argued in the 
literature that reporting on CSR affords contractors legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders 
(Thorne et al., 2014). However, it is questionable whether the legitimacy sought or achieved 
reflects CSR practice or CSR discourse. Therefore, CSR communication may be just as 
important as CSR practice in realising the benefits CSR brings (Michelon et al., 2015). 
Contemporary arguments within the legitimacy of CSR reporting have also centred around 
whether an organisation does and/or is perceived to substantially or symbolically report on 
CSR, with evidence showing symbolic engagement to be high (Michelon et al., 2015). The 
perception provided by organisations that they engage in substantive CSR practices is thus 
fundamental to understanding how organisations achieve legitimacy and arguably central to 
understanding future developments in CSR practice. However, CSR reports may give the 
wrong impression of an organisation’s CSR and therefore can inadvertently act to reinforce 
and hide poor CSR performance. In order to understand how CSR is reported and understood 
by disparate stakeholders, the lens of Strategic Ambiguity (SA) is mobilised which identifies 
and explains the use of ambiguous language in CSR reports. 
  
A Qualitative Content Analysis (QCA) of 100 CSR reports from 9 of the largest UK 
construction contractors informed semi-structured interviews that were conducted with both 
contractors and public sector clients. The theoretical lens of legitimacy theory (Suchman, 
1995) was applied to analyse the coded interview results. The findings revealed that 
ambiguous language is used in the reporting of CSR, as debates in the literature had predicted 
(Fernando and Sim, 2011) and also that the publication of CSR reports was driven by 
legitimacy motivations (Belal and Owen, 2015). However, addressing a gap in current 
literature the paper found that SA was intentionally used to circumvent the problem of 
specific terms resonating with one stakeholder at the expense of another. Such techniques 
were successful at allowing contractors to be perceived as legitimate, with clients not only 
awarding both moral and pragmatic legitimacy to contractors who reported on CSR, but also 
considering them to substantially engage with CSR. 
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Perhaps most interestingly, it was revealed that using SA created a paradox as CSR was 
simultaneously sustained (as a corporate metric and driver) and undermined (in being viewed 
as a rhetorical device). This paradox both encouraged and prevented the precise defining of 
CSR, and combined with how freely clients consider those who report as legitimate, arguably 
permits contractors who only symbolically engage with CSR to masquerade as those who 
substantially engage. Contractors therefore have the choice to communicate their practices 
(driven from a social institutions agenda) via ambiguous language and receive legitimacy or 
communicate CSR that does not reflect their practices (a neo classical agenda) yet receive the 
same legitimacy. Additionally, contractors who do substantively report on CSR will 
potentially have any benefits reduced as the ambiguous language needed to ensure CSR 
reports are widely accepted and understood will obfuscate the benefits of substantive CSR 
practice. It appears CSR reporting is more important than CSR practice at allowing 
contractors to be perceived as legitimate.  
 
Legitimacy theory also revealed contractors could maintain pragmatic and moral legitimacy 
by continuing to report on CSR, allowing socially irresponsible practices to occur with little 
resulting negative impacts felt on current relationships. Such practices could ultimately 
continue unless clients are more robust and rigorous in their analysis of contractor CSR 
reports. Without clients rethinking what they consider as legitimate behaviour, the 
development of CSR practice is arguably restricted. It appears that in construction, rather 
than it being considered “simply unacceptable not to be engaging in CSR…” (Loosemore and 
Lim, 2017, p103) it is only unacceptable not to report on CSR, irrespective of symbolic or 
substantive practice. 
 
The broader implications are potentially profound as the results indicate that contractors who 
only symbolically engage with CSR receive the same legitimacy benefits as those who 
substantively engage. Arguably, such legitimacy translates into successful procurement that 
therefore means contractors are winning work but failing to deliver the social value promised, 
resulting in areas of society that need such social value left deprived. Public sector clients 
need to be aware of contractors who mobilise CSR as purely rhetoric and therefore solely as a 
symbolic device. Such competitors could appear to be the most cost-effective but only as 
fewer resources are spent on CSR practice, thereby restricting the amount of social value 
achieved. The implications for research include providing an insight into a previously 
227 
 
unexplored sphere within the concept of CSR reporting, as well as contributing to the 
understanding of the relationship between CSR reporting and CSR practice.  
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Public Sector Clients UK Construction Contractors 
PSC 1 – Chief Executive CC 1 – Commercial Manager 
PSC 2 – Community Manager CC 2 – Foundation Director 
PSC 3 – Head of Procurement CC 3 – Head of Environmental 
PSC 4 – Procurement Manager CC 4 – Social Value Manager 
PSC 5 – Procurement Manager CC 5 – Stakeholder Engagement Manager 
PSC 6 – Procurement Officer CC 6 – Sustainability Director 
PCS 7 – Social Value Manager CC 7 – Sustainability Manager 
PCS 8 – Sustainability Officer CC 8 – Sustainability Manager 
 CC 9 – Supply Chain Manager 
Figure 1.0 – Interview Sample 
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  2007 2010 2014 
Accident* 27 13 21 1 NA 13 NA 11 NA 1 5 33 1 19 15 0 4 7 0 2 9 5 32 24 3 15 11 
Carbon* 11 3 22 1   9   0   14 39 124 15 22 37 16 24 16 6 4 28 21 18 25 33 15 3 
Climate change 13 0 10 0   3   0   3 8 7 0 0 4 0 7 1 2 2 3 1 0 2 2 4 0 
Code of practice* 4 3 9 4   4   2   1 11 46 0 13 5 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 11 10 2 2 0 
Community 26 12 17 27   1   4   21 12 27 23 22 4 5 17 10 8 9 18 15 14 25 34 19 17 
Construction 24 22 113 14   35   11   12 22 232 28 47 33 6 46 13 2 14 40 33 30 67 36 31 15 
CSR 16 11 30 10   3   2   2 3 44 17 10 0 0 9 9 0 0 1 38 0 2 0 0 2 
Employees* 47 41 104 25   23   25   6 45 140 34 59 5 2 15 64 3 30 52 36 128 89 29 51 47 
Energy 22 2 69 1   23   0   8 36 125 1 7 41 21 10 10 0 6 23 11 12 36 62 7 7 
Environment* 53 53 84 27   41   28   19 49 95 20 53 21 3 28 47 4 12 21 42 40 44 18 18 12 
Ethical 10 5 1 0   3   0   1 18 4 3 6 12 0 0 7 5 0 0 3 7 50 2 0 1 
Leadership 6 2 1 4   8   5   1 22 1 5 12 11 2 10 4 2 4 3 3 27 46 4 6 4 
Local 14 13 22 13   19   1   5 23 34 6 10 5 2 14 5 6 33 30 20 12 19 24 8 7 
Working 
together* 17 22 10 2   5   3   11 14 70 6 14 2 3 17 7 8 27 18 22 22 19 12 31 12 
Plan 27 5 38 4   1   6   3 27 37 8 10 13 3 12 3 0 4 7 9 10 21 9 8 15 
Recycling 16 5 6 1   6   0   1 20 16 6 5 3 0 1 5 0 2 4 9 6 3 6 3 3 
Safety 38 48 86 10   26   36   6 34 123 28 38 36 4 5 43 2 24 4 17 54 68 13 46 20 
Sustainability* 139 11 97 18   31   3   37 192 256 8 21 27 13 60 15 34 25 52 48 32 28 78 32 44 
Training 30 18 15 17   16   13   6 17 52 14 25 6 3 10 11 1 14 16 17 29 21 21 25 24 
Values 24 4 2 5   3   7   6 31 53 3 6 1 1 8 12 2 10 4 22 16 36 23 7 6 
Waste 20 8 23 3   1   0   11 30 91 25 16 6 3 8 13 6 12 41 30 15 19 29 13 5 
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(Figure 2.0 – Qualitative Content Analysis results) 
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Appendix 5.0 – mi|career (Microsoft Excel version) 
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Appendix 6.0 – mi|career (screenshots of online version) 
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Appendix 7.0 – Loughborough University Ethical Clearance Checklist 
 
Ethics Approvals (Human  
Participants) Sub-Committee  
  
Ethical Clearance Checklist  
  
Has the Investigator read the ‘Guidance for completion of Ethical Clearance 
Checklist’ before starting this form?   
Yes  
  
Project Details  
1. Project Title: Measuring the Social value of a construction business CSR practice 
Applicant(s) Details  
2. Name of Applicant 1:  
Greg Watts  
  
10. Name of Applicant 2:   
Click here to enter text  
  
3. Status: PGR student   
  
  
11. Status: Choose an item    
  
  
4. School/Department:  
CBE.  
  
12. School/Department: Click 
here to enter text.  
5. Programme (if applicable):  
EngD  
13. Programme (if applicable): Click 
here to enter text.  
6. Email address: G.Watts@lboro.ac.uk  14. Email address:  
Click here to enter text.  
7a. Contact address:  
CICE, Loughborough University  
15a. Contact address:  
Click here to enter text.  
7b. Telephone number:  
       
15b. Telephone number: Click 
here to enter text.  
8. Supervisor:   
No  
16. Supervisor:  
Choose an item  
9. Responsible Investigator:Yes  17. Responsible Investigator:Choose an item  
  
Participants  
Positions of Authority  
18. Are researchers in a position of direct authority with regard to participants 
(e.g. academic staff using student participants, sports coaches using his/her 
athletes in training)?  
  
No  
  
Vulnerable groups   
19. Will participants be knowingly recruited from one or more of the following vulnerable groups?  
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Children under 18 years of age  No  
Persons incapable of making an informed decision for themselves  No  
Pregnant women  No  
Prisoners/Detained persons    No  
Other vulnerable group Please 
specify:  
Click here to enter text  
No  
If you have selected No to all of Question 19, please go to Question 23.  
20. Will participants be chaperoned by more than one investigator at all times?  N/A†  
  
21. Will at least one investigator of the same sex as the participant(s) be present 
throughout the investigation?   
N/A†  
  
22. Will participants be visited at home?  N/A†  
  
Researcher Safety  
23. Will the researcher be alone with participants at any time?  Yes  
If Yes, please answer the following questions:   
23a. Will the researcher inform anyone else of when they will be alone 
with participants?  
Yes  
23b. Has the researcher read the ‘guidelines for lone working’ and will 
abide by the recommendations within?  
Yes  
  
  
Methodology and Procedures  
24. Please indicate whether the proposed study:  
Involves taking bodily samples (please refer to published guidelines)  No  
Involves using samples previously collected with consent for further 
research  
No  
  
Involves procedures which are likely to cause physical, psychological, 
social or emotional distress to participants  
No  
  
Is designed to be challenging physically or psychologically in any way 
(includes any study involving physical exercise)  
No  
  
Exposes participants to risks or distress greater than those 
encountered in their normal lifestyle  
No  
Involves collection of body secretions by invasive methods  No  
Prescribes intake of compounds additional to daily diet or other 
dietary manipulation/supplementation  
No  
Involves pharmaceutical drugs  No  
Involves use of radiation  No  
Involves use of hazardous materials  No  
Assists/alters the process of conception in any way  No  
Involves methods of contraception  No  
Involves genetic engineering  No  
  
Involves testing new equipment  
  
No  
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Observation/Recording  
25a. Does the study involve observation and/or recording of 
participants?  
No  
  
If Yes:   
25b. Will those being observed and/or recorded be informed that the 
observation and/or recording will take place?  
Choose an item  
  
  
Consent and Deception  
26. Will participants give informed consent freely?  Yes  
  
Informed consent  
27. Will participants be fully informed of the objectives of the study and all 
details disclosed (preferably at the start of the study but, where this would 
interfere with the study, at the end)?  
  
Yes  
28. Will participants be fully informed of the use of the data collected 
(including, where applicable, any intellectual property arising from the 
research)?  
  
Yes  
  
29. For children under the age of 18 or participants who are incapable of making an informed 
decision for themselves:  
a. Will consent be obtained (either in writing or by some other means)?  N/A  
b. Will consent be obtained from parents or other suitable person?  N/A  
c. Will they be informed that they have the right to withdraw regardless of 
parental/guardian consent?  
  
N/A  
d. For studies conducted in schools, will approval be gained in advance from 
the Head-teacher and/or the Director of Education of the appropriate Local 
Education Authority?  
  
N/A  
  
e. For detained persons, members of the armed forces, employees, students 
and other persons judged to be under duress, will care be taken over gaining 
freely informed consent?  
N/A  
 
Deception  
30. Does the study involve deception of participants (i.e. 
withholding of information or the misleading of participants) which 
could potentially harm or exploit participants?  
  
No  
  
If Yes:   
31. Is deception an unavoidable part of the study?  Choose an item  
32. Will participants be de-briefed and the true object of the 
research revealed at the earliest stage upon completion of the 
study?  
  
Choose an item  
33. Has consideration been given on the way that participants will 
react to the withholding of information or deliberate deception?  
  
Choose an item  
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Withdrawal  
 
34. Will participants be informed of their right to withdraw from the 
investigation at any time and to require their own data to be 
destroyed?  
   
Yes  
  
  
Storage of Data and Confidentiality  
35. Will all information on participants be treated as confidential and 
not identifiable unless agreed otherwise in advance, and subject to 
the requirements of law?  
  
Yes  
  
36. Will storage of data comply with the Data Protection Act 1998?  Yes  
  
37. Will any video/audio recording of participants be kept in a secure 
place and not released for any use by third parties?  
Yes  
  
38. Will video/audio recordings be destroyed within ten years of the 
completion of the investigation?  
Yes  
  
39. Will full details regarding the storage and disposal of any human 
tissue samples be communicated to the participants?  
N/A  
  
40. Will research involve the sharing of data or confidential 
information beyond the initial consent given?  
No  
  
41. Will the research involve administrative or secure data that 
requires permission from the appropriate authorities before use?  
  
No  
  
Incentives  
42. Will incentives be offered to the investigator to conduct the 
study?  
No  
  
43. Will incentives by offered to potential participants as an 
inducement to participate in the study?  
No  
  
Work Outside of the United Kingdom  
44. Is your research being conducted outside of the United Kingdom?  No  
  
If Yes:   
45. Has a risk assessment been carried out to ensure the safety of the 
researcher whilst working outside of the United Kingdom?  
Choose an item  
  
46. Have you considered the appropriateness of your research in the country 
you are travelling to?  
Choose an item  
  
47. Is there an increased risk to yourself or the participants in your research 
study?  
Choose an item  
  
48. Have you obtained any necessary ethical permission needed in the 
country you are travelling to?  
Choose an item  
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Information and Declarations 
  
Checklist Application Only:  
If you have completed the checklist to the best of your knowledge, and not selected any answers 
marked with an * or †, your invesƟgaƟon is deemed to conform with the ethical checkpoints.  
Please sign the declaration and lodge the completed checklist with your Head of Department/School 
or his/her nominee.  
  
Checklist with Additional Information to the Secretary:  
If you have completed the checklist and have only selected answers which require additional 
information to be submitted with the checklist (indicated by a †), please ensure that all the 
information is provided in detail below and send this signed checklist to the Secretary of the 
SubCommittee.  
  
Checklist with Generic Protocols Included:  
If you have completed the checklist and you have selected one or more answers in which you wish 
to use a Generic Protocol (indicated by #), please include the Generic Protocol reference number in 
the space below, along with a brief summary of how it will be used.  Please ensure you are on the 
list of approved investigators for the Generic Protocol before including it on the checklist.  The 
completed checklist should be lodged with your Head of Department/School or his/her nominee.  
  
Full Application needed:  
If on completion of the checklist you have selected one or more answers which require the 
submission of a full proposal (indicated by a *), please download the relevant form from the 
SubCommittee’s web page.  A signed copy of this Checklist should accompany the full submission 
to the Sub-Committee.  
  
Space for Information on Generic Proposals and/or Additional Information as requested:  
Click here to enter text.  
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For completion by Supervisor  
Please tick the appropriate boxes.  The study should not begin until all boxes are ticked.  
The student has read the University’s Code of Practice on investigations involving human 
participants  
The topic merits further research  
The student has the skills to carry out the research or are being trained in the requires 
skills by the Supervisor  
The participant information sheet or leaflet is appropriate  
The procedures for recruitment and obtaining informed consent are appropriate  
Comments from supervisor:  
       
  
Signature of Applicant:       
Signature of Supervisor (if applicable):       
Signature of Head of School/Department or his/her nominee:       
Date:       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
254 
 
Appendix 8.0 – Interview Questions Asked 
 
Interview Questions 1 
1. What is the CSR initiative? How would you describe the initiative? What is your 
view of the initiative? 
2. How do you impact on the initiative? What do you do for the initiative? Why? 
3. Why do WD do the initiative? (and similar initiatives)? What are the reasons 
behind WD doing the initiative? 
4. What does the initiative mean to you? Benefits of the initiative to you personally? 
5. Why do you think WD created the initiative? What are the benefits of the initiative 
to WD? 
6. Benefits of the initiative to participants? 
7. Does anyone else benefit from the initiative? 
8. What do you think the good things are to the initiative? 
9. What are the bad things to the initiative? 
10. Generally is the initiative good or bad? Why? 
11. Do you know all you need to know about the initiative? Do you feel you 
understand why WD are involved? 
Grounded in identity theory 
12. How long have you worked with WD? 
13. How long have you been involved with the initiative? 
14. What’s your experience of the initiative? 
15. What contact do you have with the initiative? 
16. Have you been involved with anything similar to the initiative before anywhere 
else? How did that go? Why? 
Retrospective 
17. What did you first think about the initiative? What do you think now? Has your 
opinion changed? Why? 
18. Has your role changed in respect to the initiative? (Used to do a different position 
etc) 
19. Enactive of sensible environments 
20. What did you do to make sense of the initiative? What info / if any did you use to 
make sense? 
21. Where do you get information from on the initiative? Can you easily find and 
access the information? 
22. How do you pass on information about the initiative? Which communication 
methods do you use? Why? 
23. How would you prefer to find out information about the initiative? Which 
communication method? 
Social 
24. Do you talk about the initiative? What it means etc to your colleagues/ Examples? 
25. What do your colleagues think about the initiative? (on the same level) 
26. What do those above you think about the initiative? 
27. What do those below you think about the initiative? 
Ongoing 
28. Do you think your view of the initiative will change over time? 
29. Have you changed your mind recently about it? Has anything happened to change 
your mind? 
Focused on and by extracted cues 
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30. How do you find out information about the initiative? E.g. posters, managers, 
emails, post, internet? 
31. Do these help you make up your mind? 
32. Which methods of communication do you prefer? Why? 
33. Which do you not like? Why? 
Plausible not accurate 
34. Do you think your views of the initiative are accurate? Why? 
 
Interview Questions 2 
1 What is / how do you describe CSR? 
2 Have you got any examples of CSR? 
3 Is CSR important? Why? 
4 What does your organisation think of CSR? 
5 What do you colleagues think about CSR? 
6 Has your view / your colleagues view changed? How? Why? 
7 What is / how do you define social value? 
8 Have you heard of the SVA? How does it impact you? 
9 Has your behaviour changed since the SVA? 
10 Why does your organisation participate in CSR? Motivations etc? 
11 Would colleagues give the same answer? 
12 Why do clients / contractors participate in CSR? 
13 Who sets your CSR aims and objectives? 
14 What stakeholders influence your CSR? 
15 How are the CSR objectives communicated to staff internally? 
16 How are the CSR objectives communicated to clients / contractors / customers 
externally? 
17 What are the benefits to CSR? Internally / externally / to the public? 
18 What are the drawbacks to CSR? Any problems you have encountered with any of 
it to date? 
19 How do you use CSR in procurement? 
20 Can you give any examples of SV in procurement? 
21 Is this a good thing? 
22 Can you measure CSR? 
23 How do you measure CSR? 
24 Have you increased your participation in CSR recently? How do you envisage your 
participation in future? 
25 Why do you / your organisation participate with CSR? 
26 What is your role? Role in CSR? 
27 Why do public clients get involved in CSR? What are their motivations for doing 
do? 
28 Why do contractors get involved in CSR? What are their motivations for doing do? 
 
 
Interview Questions 3 
1 What is your role? 
2 What do you understand by CSR and SV? 
3 What do your colleagues think? Is it the same? Why / why not? 
4 Has your understanding of CSR / SV changed? Why? 
5 What do you understand by the term stakeholder? Can you define? Can you 
provide examples of your stakeholders? 
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6 Do you consider any stakeholder needs when making procurement decisions? 
How? 
7 How does CSR and procurement work for you? 
8 What aspects of CSR do you include in procurement? Why? 
9 Does the use of CSR in procurement change your behaviour? That of your 
organisation? Colleagues? 
10 How important is an organisations culture when awarding contracts? 
11 How important is an organisations culture when deciding to bid for contracts? 
12 What sort of organisation do you think yours is? Why? Examples? 
13 Is a company’s core business and way of working important to you? 
14 Does having a company with a positive CSR reputation influence your 
procurement decisions? 
15 Examples of Success and Failure? 
16 What success initiatives by contractors to tackle social problems have impressed 
you? Why? Do you have any positive case studies? 
17 Are there any that have disappointed you? Why? What could be done differently 
to improve these? 
18 How would you like to see social problems tackled / what ideas do you have to 
tackle social problems in your area? Why? 
19 What is your experience of the Social Value Act? 
20 Have you changed your procurement approach as a result of the SVA? If yes, 
how? 
21 What effect has funding cuts had on your business in regards to tackling social 
issues? How do you decide which social issues to contribute to tackle? 
22 How do you measure success? 
23 Are you aware of WD’s CSR plan / strategy? 
24 This is all about stakeholder relationships, how can WD’s relationship with clients 
be improved? Is it currently a good relationship? What is a good relationship? 
25 How do you feel about subjective measures? i.e. a measurement survey which 
participants self-completed, do surveys like this mean anything to do? Do you 
want to see related financial indicators? 
 
Interview Questions 4 
1 What do you understand by the term social value? 
2 How do you define social value? 
3 Social Problems in your communities  
4 What social issues are important in your area? Why? 
5 Do you set targets? How do you set targets for each area? 
6 How are these targets monitored and reported against? 
7 How do you decide which issues are the most important? How do you rank them? 
8 Do you know which social problem you want to concentrate on when awarding 
contracts? 
9 Measuring and reporting social impacts 
10 Do you currently have a way of measuring social impact? How do you do this for 
non-financial factors? 
11 How do you report on your social value KPI’s? Who to? 
12 Do you produce CSR communications? What sort? Why? How often? 
13 What sort of language do you use in your CSR communications? Specific? 
Ambiguous? Can you think of an example? 
14 Have you ever considered ambiguous language as a concept? Do you know what 
it means? Would you recognise it? 
15 How do you judge the effectiveness of CSR reports? 
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16 How do you asses their honesty? 
17 Has your understanding of CSR changed? 
18 What do you think of CSR when you first came across the topic? When did you 
first encounter the topic? 
19 Do you think CSR is beneficial? To who? 
20 How often do you read CSR communications? 
21 Do you like to read CSR communications? What benefit do they provide? 
22 Do you clearly understand CSR when it is communicated? 
23 How easy is it to get the information you require from CSR communications? Do 
you ever request further information? 
24 Can you think of an example of a CSR communication you were impressed with? 
What was it? Why? 
25 How much weight do put on CSR reports to understand a company’s culture and 
intent to CSR? 
26 Have you encountered any measurement approaches so far? If yes, what are the 
positives / negatives of the tools? How would you like to see them improved? 
27 How large a part does social value play when awarding tenders? How do you 
compare between contractors? 
28 If a contractor is tackling a social issue that is not in your top 10, is this taken 
into consideration? 
29 Your experience of contractors? 
30 What can contractors do to help the social problems in your area? What are your 
expectations? 
31 Are these expectations met on a regular basis? Why? How? 
32 How important is social value when awarding contracts? What proportion of 
marking does it take? Has this increased since the SVA? 
 
Interview Questions 5 
1 Describe the project? 
2 Why is the project important? 
3 What will the benefits be to the local community? 
4 Will anyone else benefit from the project? 
5 Grounded in Identity Construction 
6 Have you been involved with any similar projects before? Details? 
7 Why are you involved? What are your motivations? Personal and professional? 
8 Why are WD involved in this project? 
9 What do you want to see as the outcome / at the end of the project? 
Retrospective 
10 Has your opinion changed compared to when you first found out about the 
project? 
11 What has gone well so far? Why? 
12 What has not gone well? Why? 
13 What could you have done better so far? 
14 Enactive of sensible environments 
15 How did you find out about the project? 
16 Where do you get information on the project from? 
Social 
17 What do others think of the project? Colleagues / community / clients? 
Ongoing 
18 What are your plans for the next stages of the project? 
19 Focused on and by extracted cues 
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20 What information are you using to reach the community (communications)? Why? 
21 How do you like to receive communications regarding the project (communication 
preference)? Why? 
Plausibility 
22 How did you get involved with the project? 
23 Do you think everyone shares the same views of the project? 
 
 
 
 
 
